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Abstract 
Several studies have explored the gender gap in various aspects of the public’s criminal justice 
attitudes. However, no studies to date have examined gender differences in public support or 
opposition to parole as their focal interest. Such research is necessary given the recent controversy 
surrounding parole in Australia (and internationally), as well as the growing involvement of women 
in all aspects of criminal justice decision-making, including as parole board members. Although 
research tends to show that women hold less punitive views toward offenders than men and are more 
supportive of treatment-based approaches, there is some evidence to suggest that the reverse may be 
true when it comes to releasing prisoners on parole. Here, women are seemingly less supportive than 
men of early release mechanisms. However, whether this is true in the Australian context, and if so, 
the reasons underlying this gender gap, is not yet known. There is some indication, though, that 
differing emotional dispositions and reactions may lead to differences in men’s and women’s policy 
preferences. Exploring the interplay between gender and emotion, then, may provide a clearer 
understanding of gender differences in public punitiveness, including public views on parole.   
This dissertation examines how emotions intersect with men’s and women’s tolerance for the 
penal process of parole using an explanatory mixed-methods research design. This design involves 
two sequential phases of data collection and analysis. First, a quantitative analysis of survey data 
collected from 1,079 men and women is conducted to establish whether there is a gender gap in parole 
support in Australia. This analysis also investigates whether the gender gap, if found, can be explained 
by demographic factors other than gender or by variables found by previous research to be associated 
with people’s attitudes toward offenders more broadly.  
In the second research phase, I use a thematic analysis of in-depth interviews to explore the 
affective experiences and behaviour of Australian men and women in response to a parole crime 
vignette. Here, I explore how emotions like fear, anger, and empathy play into men’s and women’s 
views on parole and their decision to grant or refuse parole for a hypothetical offender. I am also 
interested in how emotions are part of ‘doing gender’ in a criminal justice context. The conceptual 
framework underpinning this research draws from Arlie Russell Hochschild’s theory of emotion 
management and its key concepts of gendered feeling rules and emotion management. Thus, while I 
adopt a binary view of gender in the quantitative analysis, for this second part of my study I take a 
social constructionist view of gender as a type of performance, which allows me to explore how men 
and women enact their gendered identity through emotion in a hypothetical parole context. I take a 
similar view of emotion, whereby I conceptualise emotions as physiological, but also culturally and 
context dependent. 
 iii 
The results of the quantitative analysis confirm the existence of a gender gap in parole 
attitudes in Australia, with women having greater odds than men of holding non-supportive views 
toward releasing prisoners on parole. The results also indicate that women have greater odds of taking 
a neutral view on parole, rather than supporting it. Finally, the analysis returned some unexpected 
results, with a moderation analysis showing that it was women who were the least fearful and the 
least punitive who had the greatest odds of opposing parole. This led me to question the role of 
emotions in contributing to the gender gap in parole support, which I explored in phase 2. 
The findings of the qualitative analysis showed that emotions of fear, anger, and empathy are 
important in shaping people’s views on parole. The analysis also showed that while some men and 
women conformed to prevailing gendered feeling rules while enacting their gendered identities, 
others resisted emotion norms by directly and openly expressing feelings not usually associated with 
their gender. Some women, for example, resisted normative ideas about femininity and gendered 
feeling rules by describing the anger they experienced with respect to criminal justice issues. On the 
other hand, many men expressed, without reservation, feelings of empathy and the influence of these 
feelings on their parole decision. Thus, I argue that while men’s and women’s affective experiences 
and behaviour are governed in some ways by the gendered feeling rules that are customarily observed 
in other social contexts, a criminal justice context may evoke some unique feeling rules. Further, 
because different social contexts may allow or require individuals to express emotions that do not 
necessarily conform with the feeling rules associated with their gender, I argue that the emotions 
expressed by men and women in a hypothetical parole context may conflict with traditional ideas 
about appropriately masculine and feminine displays of emotion.  
From the findings of these two studies, I conclude that while a gender gap in parole attitudes 
in Australia does exist, one must look further than the results of a quantitative survey to understand 
the complex interplay of gender, emotion and emotion management that underlies those gender 
differences.     
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Chapter One: Introduction 
1.1 Research agenda 
This study explores gender differences in public attitudes toward parole in Australia. Its overarching 
purpose is to increase our understanding of how gender and emotion underpin differences in the 
public’s tolerance for penal processes, like parole. To achieve this, I theorise about the ways in which 
men and women may negotiate their gender by conforming to the gendered ‘feeling rules’ 
(Hochschild 1979, 1983) that may apply when members of the public express their criminal justice 
attitudes. However, unlike typical criminological studies on gender differences, I adopt a sociological 
view of gender as a type of performance (West & Zimmerman, 1987). By doing so, I challenge the 
presumption that how men and women feel will remain consistent over time, instead arguing that 
people’s emotions will vary as they enact their gendered identity in different situations or contexts. 
Further, I argue that men and women may overcome or resist gendered feeling rules as they navigate 
the boundaries of masculine and feminine emotionality (McQueen, 2017).  
Parole is a penal process that allows for the conditional release of prisoners to the community 
before the expiry of their sentence (Lindsey & Miller, 2011; Petersilia, 2003). As the primary ‘back-
end’ process offering post-release supervision and monitoring of offenders (Ostermann & Hyatt, 
2016), parole is important not only to prisoners who are eligible for parole, but also to the broader 
community into which parolees are released (Vîlcică, 2016). Parole has long been the subject of 
public criticism and opposition (Griffin & O’Donnell, 2012; Petersilia, 2003; Roberts, Nuffield, & 
Hann, 2000), with concerns that it allows prisoners to be released early despite there being little 
evidence that it reduces recidivism (Petersilia, 2003). Widespread perceptions that community-based 
sanctions are “just a slap on the wrist” (Pew Center on the States, 2010, p. 7) also present an obstacle 
to the public’s support of parole (Petersilia, 1997). However, despite the importance of parole and 
the controversy that often surrounds its use, criminological research has historically paid little 
attention to public attitudes toward this criminal justice process.  
 Community-based forms of punishment have proven controversial in several countries. In the 
United States, public outrage following a series of violent offences involving parolees saw a 
moratorium placed on all parole releases in Philadelphia for a six-month period between 2008 and 
2009 (Vîlcică, 2016). Some American states have even abolished discretionary parole procedures 
altogether (Vîlcică, 2016), with some suggesting that the public fear surrounding parole was the 
“loudest voice” in the move toward abolition (Ireland & Prause, 2005, p. 31). Parole board decision-
making in the United Kingdom also recently came under fire following a decision in late 2017 to 
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release serial sex offender John Worboys1 on parole. This decision was met with widespread public 
condemnation, made worse by reports that Worboys’ victims had not been advised of the board’s 
decision. In February 2019, plans for a comprehensive review of parole in the United Kingdom were 
announced (Ministry of Justice, 2019).  
In Australia, the public’s faith in parole has also been tested in recent years due to several 
“vicious and fatal crimes” committed by parolees (Gately, Ferguson, Ellis, & Cock, 2017, p. 293), 
most notably the rape and murder of 29-year-old Irish woman Jill Meagher in Melbourne in 2012 and 
the 2016 murder of eighty-one-year-old Townsville grandmother Elizabeth Kippen allegedly by a 
man released on parole only hours earlier. Following an unprecedented and furious public reaction to 
these events (Ford, 2016) and numerous reviews into parole, several Australian states have now 
implemented legislative reforms to restrict prisoners’ eligibility for parole and to provide harsher 
penalties for parole violators (Freiberg, Bartels, Fitzgerald, & Dodd, 2018). As was the case with the 
abolition of parole in some American states, these reforms were a “politically expedient way” to 
appease the apparently growing concern amongst the Australian public regarding the release of 
offenders on parole (Petersilia, 2003, p. 17). These reforms demonstrate the power of the public to 
influence parole policies and legislation; a power often observed in the aftermath of a tragic, but 
usually rare, criminal event (Frost, 2010).  
While the recent parole reforms in Australia were likely intended to reflect prevailing public 
attitudes, they could only do so to the extent that politicians and policymakers had accurate 
information about the public’s views on this issue (Boyd & Nelson, 2017). Because few empirical 
studies on this topic have been undertaken in the Australian context, there is a lack of reliable 
information on how members of the public view parole and whether they are as dissatisfied with the 
parole system as media reports and politicians would suggest. As a result, “mass-mediated portrayals 
of what the public want and ubiquitous self-selected opinion polls serve as common surrogates for 
informed public opinion” (Green, 2006, p. 131). Compounding this issue, there is also a presumption 
of homogeneity in public opinion on parole (Fitzgerald, Freiberg, & Bartels, 2018). Thus, little is 
known about how public views may vary across the population, with individuals likely to hold a range 
of views because of, for example, their gender, age, ethnicity or criminal justice experiences (Hough 
& Roberts, 2005). 
                                                     
1 Worboys, a convicted sex offender, is commonly referred to in the media as the ‘Black Cab Rapist’. The Parole Board 
for England and Wales’ decision to parole Worboys was met with significant public opposition, with the chair of the 
Board stepping down following a successful legal challenge to overturn the decision.   
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The first Australian study on this topic, which used data from a national survey of 1,200 adults, 
showed mixed support for parole and parole board decision-making, refuting claims that the public 
hold mostly negative views (Fitzgerald, Bartels, Freiberg, Cherney, & Buglar, 2016). There, a larger 
proportion of respondents agreed (46%) than disagreed (38%) with the idea of parole release 
(Fitzgerald et al., 2016). A second study, which drew from qualitative interviews with 38 individuals 
from Western Australia, also revealed mixed support for parole, although also confirming that 
members of the Australian public hold very little accurate knowledge of this criminal justice process 
(Gately et al., 2017). These studies did not, however, examine whether Australian men and women 
differ in their support of parole. This is somewhat of a surprising omission, since the broader literature 
on gender differences in criminal justice attitudes shows men and women have diverging views on 
how offenders ought to be punished (Applegate, Cullen, & Fisher, 2002; Spiranovic, Roberts, & 
Indermaur, 2012; Sprott, 1999). It seems likely, then, that they may also disagree on the 
appropriateness of allowing offenders to be supervised in the community, rather than in a correctional 
facility, for the last portion of their sentence.  
Increasingly, researchers have recognised the need to better understand gendered criminal 
justice attitudes, in part because of the growing involvement in recent decades of women in political, 
legal, criminal justice and policymaking roles (Applegate et al., 2002; Hupfeld, 2009; Kutateladze & 
Crossman, 2009). This includes women’s greater participation as parole board members. In 
Queensland, for example, 68 per cent of members appointed to the newly constituted Parole Board 
in 2017 were women (Queensland Government, 2017), while in South Australia five of the 11 parole 
board members as at September 2018 were women (Government of South Australia, 2018a). Some 
researchers suggest that shifts toward greater female participation in criminal justice decision-making 
may significantly affect how offenders are punished (Kutateladze & Crossman, 2009). Applegate et 
al. (2002), for example, argue that women’s participation in correctional and crime policymaking 
could have a more “humanizing influence” (p. 98).  
Others, though, recognise the difficulty in predicting whether women’s increased involvement 
will result in a greater emphasis on offender treatment or the harsher punishment of offenders, given 
the largely conflicting findings in studies on the gender gap in public punitiveness (Kutateladze & 
Crossman, 2009). Indeed, after finding that women were just as punitive as men, at least toward 
violent offenders, Hupfeld (2009, p. 99) commented that “one might be less optimistic about the 
potential humanizing effects” of women’s involvement in correctional policymaking. In either case, 
it is important to gather reliable information regarding women’s views on issues like parole, and how 
those views differ from men’s, to enable us to better understand “what a ‘female voice’ on criminal 
justice might mean” (Kelley & Braithwaite, 1990, p. 551). It is important to acknowledge, however, 
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that gender shapes the way that all people (both men and women) view and think about the world 
(Celis, Kantola, Waylen, & Weldon, 2013). Prior to women’s increased participation in criminal 
justice roles, men’s behaviour and decision-making were gendered and any suggestion that men were 
previously ‘genderless’ should be avoided. This study also rejects the idea of “maleness as the 
normative standard” (Miller & Carbone-Lopez, 2015, p. 694). Instead, the aim of this study is to 
uncover both similarities and differences between men and women, “without seeing women as 
somehow a deviant version of the male norm” (Celis et al., 2013, p. 10).  
Answering the call for further research in this area, a small number of international studies 
have explored, albeit not typically as their primary focus, gender differences in public attitudes toward 
the early release of prisoners. For the most part, these studies have analysed data from large-scale 
surveys or opinion polls and have returned mixed findings as to whether it is men or women who are 
less supportive of community supervision. One study, which drew on a national survey of United 
States’ citizens, reported that women were more likely to oppose both the shortening of offenders’ 
sentences and the early release of prisoners for good behaviour and participation in education 
programs (Haghighi & Lopez, 1998). Similarly, a Wisconsin survey found women had reduced odds 
of supporting the early release of prisoners when that release occurred halfway through a prisoner’s 
sentence (O’Hear & Wheelock, 2015). Conversely, Maruna and King (2004) reported that British 
men were significantly less supportive than British women of the use of probation, a community-
based order that, like parole, involves the supervision of offenders in the community. Other studies, 
though, have found no gender differences in public support for parole (O’Hear and Wheelock, 2016) 
or in mock parole board decisions (Estrada-Reynolds, Schweitzer, Nuñez, & Culhane, 2016a). While 
the findings of these studies are mixed, they point to a possible gender gap in public support for parole 
in the United States and United Kingdom. However, the question remains, firstly, whether there are 
gender differences in parole support in Australia and secondly, if differences do exist, whether and 
why it is men or women who are more likely to view parole favourably. This dissertation answers 
these questions.  
Like many of the studies discussed above, in the first phase of this study I also use national 
survey data to examine the relationship between gender and public support for parole. Where my 
study differs from other research in this area, though, is through its critique of the tendency by 
researchers to rely solely on survey data to explore gender differences in public opinion research and 
further, in those surveys, to adopt a binary measure of gender. Survey research has its benefits, 
including that it offers an efficient method of gauging public views on a variety of topics (Berinsky, 
2017). However, there are concerns that people’s ‘top of the mind’ responses to survey questions 
provide only a shallow and unconsidered indication of public views (Green, 2006). Consequently, 
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some have argued for such methods to be supplemented with more deliberative approaches to ensure 
a comprehensive perspective of public attitudes is gained (Adriaenssen & Aertsen, 2015; Simpson, 
Guthrie, Lovell, Doyle, & Butler, 2015).  
The treatment of gender in survey research can also be problematic. Although common in 
quantitative survey research, the measurement of gender as a dichotomy is considered a “normatively 
undesirable practice” (Bittner & Goodyear-Grant, 2017, p. 1020). The adoption of a normative 
definition of gender is also widespread in criminological research. As I argue in Chapter 3, many 
researchers (particularly those who adopt a post-positivist perspective) who publish in criminological 
journals continue to conflate gender for biological sex (Cohen & Harvey, 2007; Dolliver & Rocker, 
2018; Valcore & Pfeffer, 2018). By doing so, they miss the opportunity to engage with the view of 
gender as a type of performance and to examine how socially constructed gender identities may 
influence a person’s context-specific views on issues of crime and punishment (Dolliver & Rocker, 
2018). There are many benefits to a social constructionist view of gender, including that it offers a 
“more nuanced and dynamic understanding of the creation and development of gender identity and 
gender roles in society” (Cops & Pleysier, 2011, p. 63). Further, in a criminal justice context, seeing 
gender as a more dynamic and social process also provides researchers the ability to gain new insights 
into gender differences in public punitiveness.  
Thus, in the second phase of this study, I move beyond the reliance on survey methods and 
the adoption of a dichotomous conceptualisation of gender by using a qualitative research approach 
and a social constructionist view of gender. The combination of both quantitative and qualitative 
methodological approaches allows me to gain a more well-rounded and theoretically informed view 
of the constructed nature of gendered views on parole and to reflect on the additional insights gained 
when one conducts public opinion research using methods in addition to the traditional survey.  
 Alongside gender, this study also aims to better understand the affective dimensions of public 
views on parole. Although matters of crime and punishment are inextricably intertwined with 
emotions like fear, anger and disgust, criminological researchers have largely failed to appreciate or 
capture the feelings that might underlie public punitiveness (Indermaur & Hough, 2002; Loader, 
2011). Researchers have studied the link between fear of crime and public punitiveness for some time 
(see, for example, Dowler, 2003; Sprott & Doob, 1997), however only recently has more attention 
been given to the relationship between people’s views on issues of crime, punishment and 
rehabilitation and emotions like anger (Hartnagel & Templeton, 2012; Johnson, 2009), empathy 
(Posick, Rocque & Rafter, 2012), compassion and hatred (Labor & Gastardo-Conaco, 2017). These 
studies provide empirical support for the argument that emotions are an important factor relating to 
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public punitiveness. Emotions, too, have permeated various aspects of parole decision-making, as I 
argue in Chapter 2.  
Importantly, these studies also suggest there is an interplay between emotion and gender in 
shaping the public’s preferences for punishment. Researchers have argued, for example, that being 
fearful makes women more supportive of longer sentences for offenders and the denial of early release 
for prisoners (Haghighi & Lopez, 1998). Empirical support has been found for this argument, with 
research showing that “gender differences in emotion influence gender differences in policy 
preferences” (Gault & Sabini, 2000, p. 495). Whitehead and Blankenship (2000) reported, for 
example, that fear makes women, more so than men, favour incapacitative responses to crime. In 
view of this research, it was important that, together with gender, this study explore the affective 
components of how people view the release of prisoners on parole. As with gender, I incorporate a 
social constructionist understanding of emotion, conceptualising emotions as being, in part, socially 
shaped responses to social stimuli (McQueen, 2017). My treatment of both gender and emotion are 
discussed in further detail in Chapter 3.  
 In the remainder of this chapter, I provide an overview of the conceptual framework used in 
this study to underpin my understanding of gender differences in public attitudes toward parole. I 
then provide a summary of the mixed-methods research design employed in this dissertation, whereby 
I combine quantitative and qualitative research techniques to better understand this research problem. 
Thereafter, I discuss how this study builds on prior research and reflect on its significance to our 
understanding of public punitiveness. I conclude this chapter by outlining the structure of the 
remainder of this dissertation. 
1.2 Understanding the interplay between gender, emotion and emotion management 
In Chapter 3, I set out the conceptual framework for this study which draws on Arlie Russell 
Hochschild’s (1979) theory of emotion management, together with West and Zimmerman’s (1987) 
conceptualisation of gender as a “routine accomplishment embedded in everyday interaction” (p. 
125), to explore the affective experiences and behaviour of men and women as they discuss parole as 
part of a hypothetical parole context. This framework is intended to facilitate a better understanding 
of gendered views on parole and the interplay between gender, emotion and emotion management in 
influencing how men and women construct and express their views on this penal process. It also 
allows me to explore how men and women enact their gendered identity using emotion in a criminal 
justice context.    
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According to Hochschild (1979), cultural beliefs about emotion influence individuals to 
experience and express emotion in ways that conform to ‘feeling’ and ‘display’ rules, that is, rules 
that stipulate the appropriate emotions for a person to feel or show in different social contexts. Where 
a person’s feelings depart from these rules, they will often manage their emotions to create a more 
appropriate emotional response (Hochschild, 1979; Simon & Nath, 2004). To do so, though, they 
must know what expectations there are for emotion across a variety of situations or contexts. In this 
regard, Hochschild suggests that boys and girls are socialised from an early age about the rules that 
comprise their emotion culture (Peterson, 2006; Theodosius, 2006). However, boys and girls are often 
socialised differently with respect to the emotions they ‘should’ experience and those which they 
‘should’ avoid (Lively, 2019) because feeling rules are “deeply gendered” (Sorial, 2019, p. 137). 
Thus, there are often very different expectations about emotion for men and women.  
Hochschild (1983) explores the feeling and display rules that apply to individuals working in 
the service industry. Her ideas have been extended to other contexts, including the professional 
workplaces of magistrates (Roach Anleu & Mack, 2005) and police officers (Martin, 1999), as well 
as to other areas of social life, including people’s romantic relationships (Jaramillo-Sierra, Allen, & 
Kaestle, 2017). It is arguable, though, that a shift to a criminal justice context may evoke a different 
set of feeling and display rules than those that apply to other contexts (McQueen, 2017). Furthermore, 
different social contexts may allow or require individuals to experience or express emotion in ways 
that do not coincide with the emotion rules that are typically associated with their gender (Brescoll, 
2016; Fischer, Eagly, & Oosterwijk, 2013).  
In discussing the cultural feeling and expression rules that may apply to Australian men and 
women in a criminal justice context, I draw on the available literature in this area, which mostly 
emanates from or explores feeling rules in the United States. Although care must be taken to recognise 
the cross-cultural differences that are likely to exist in the ways that men and women will recognise 
and respond to emotions, I argue there are enough similarities between these two individualistic, 
Western cultures to justify this approach. This argument is also supported by empirical research 
showing that Australia and the United States are very similar in terms of the emotion norms that 
comprise their emotion culture (Eid & Diener, 2001), as well as the norms that endorse a greater 
expressivity of emotion (Matsumoto et al., 2008). 
Drawing on criminological literature, I argue that emotions of fear, anger and empathy will 
be the most salient to the public’s views on parole, with research showing a strong relationship 
between these emotions and people’s crime and punishment attitudes more broadly (Baker, Falco 
Metcalfe, Berenblum, Aviv, & Gertz, 2015; Johnson, 2009; Unnever & Cullen, 2009). When 
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discussing their views on parole, research suggests that men and women will mostly conform to 
cultural feeling rules about fear. These rules dictate that as fear is a ‘feminine emotion’, it is 
appropriate for women (Fischer, 1995) but not for men (Goodey, 1997). Men may, however, more 
openly describe altruistic fears for their spouses or children, since such expressions of fear are more 
likely to coincide with men’s role as the protector of their household (Snedker, 2006).  
On the other hand, men are expected to freely express feelings of anger, since gendered feeling 
rules stipulate that this emotion is appropriately masculine (Fischer, 1995). Women, for the most part, 
may also conform to feeling rules for anger, which stipulate that expressions of feminine anger are 
unmaternal and unattractive (Shields, 2002). However, with recent studies showing that women are 
becoming more outwardly expressive of anger in some contexts (Jaramillo-Sierra et al., 2017; Simon 
& Nath, 2004), it is possible that some women may resist normative views of femininity by outwardly 
expressing this emotion. Further, feelings of anger may be expressed most strongly by women who 
are mothers (Ross & Van Willigen, 1996), particularly if they are confronted with criminal offences 
involving children or others who are typically reliant on the caretaking of women (Hurwitz & 
Smithey, 1998), such as the elderly.  
Finally, I consider arguments that men and women will mostly conform to gendered feeling 
rules about empathy. Women are expected to present themselves as caring and compassionate to 
conform to prevailing stereotypes that associate femininity with empathy and concern for others 
(Clark, 2007). However, it is likely that in a criminal justice context, women may have to negotiate 
some difficult emotional situations, including where their feelings of care or concern for a victim may 
result in anger toward the offender (Vitaglione & Barnett, 2003). How women might continue to 
embody feminine ideals if faced with conflicting feelings of empathy and anger is not yet clear. 
Conversely, the men in this study may be expected to mostly avoid displays of empathy since this 
emotion is not traditionally associated with masculinity (Forseth, 2005). However, given the 
emerging view that men, particularly those who are fathers, may more openly express feelings of care 
and concern (Elliott, 2016; Galasiński, 2004; Shields, 2002), it may be the case that some men will 
express empathy in a criminal justice context.  
1.3 Methodology 
The core aim of this research is to better understand the interplay between gender and emotion in 
influencing an individual’s support for the release of prisoners on parole. To achieve these aims, this 
study combines both quantitative and qualitative methods using an explanatory mixed-methods 
research design. This variation of a mixed-methods approach begins with the collection and analysis 
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of quantitative data, followed by the collection and analysis of qualitative data (Ivankova, Creswell, 
& Stick, 2006). I chose a mixed-methods research design for this study to ensure I gained both a 
broad and in-depth understanding of my research problem (Teddlie & Yu, 2007). This approach also 
allowed me to overcome the limitations of relying on survey data alone to understand a complex issue 
like gender differences in public attitudes.  
In the first phase of research, I undertook a quantitative analysis of data from the National 
Study of Community Views on Parole2. That analysis examined whether men and women differed in 
their support for the release of prisoners on parole and whether the gender gap, if found, could be 
explained by factors linked by previous research to public attitudes toward offenders more broadly 
(see Chapter 5). The overarching research question in this part of my study was: How does gender 
relate to public views on parole in Australia? This phase of my study also sought to answer the 
following sub-research questions:  
1. How are attitudes toward parole distributed across the sample? 
2. Are Australian women more likely to hold non-supportive views toward parole than 
Australian men? If so, does this relationship hold once the model is adjusted for other 
variables, including other demographic (age, income, education level, employment status, and 
parental status), crime salience, support for various correctional goals, fundamental beliefs 
about offending, fear of parolees, punitiveness toward offenders, and beliefs about 
redemption? 
3. Do respondents’ reported sense of fear of parolees, punitiveness toward offenders, beliefs 
about redemption, and/or parental status moderate gender differences in parole attitudes? 
In the second research phase, a qualitative analysis of in-depth interviews with a sample of 
Australian men and women was conducted to explore the affective dimensions underlying people’s 
views on parole and the interplay between gender, emotion and emotion management in influencing 
men’s and women’s support for parole. The overarching research question in this phase of the study 
was: How do men and women ‘do gender’ through emotion and emotion management in a criminal 
justice context? As part of this question, the following sub-questions were also addressed:  
1. Do feelings of fear, anger and/or empathy influence men’s and women’s attitudes toward the 
release of prisoners on parole, and if so, in what ways?  
                                                     
2 The National Study of Community Views on Parole is an Australian Research Council Discovery Project 
(DP150100569) that involved three interconnected studies. The first phase of that study, which involved a national 
telephone survey of 1,200 Australian adults, examined public attitudes toward parole and provides the data set for the 
quantitative analysis set out in this dissertation (see Chapter 5). 
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2. Do culturally derived emotion norms influence men’s and women’s affective expressions and 
behaviour when acting as a mock parole board member, and if so, how?  
3. How do men and women enact their gendered identity through their conformity or resistance 
to gendered feeling rules? 
The findings of this second phase of analysis are presented in Chapter 6.  
1.4 Building on prior research 
This study builds upon previous research in several ways. To begin, as I discuss in Chapter 3, there 
is a tendency amongst many criminologists to use the concepts of gender and sex interchangeably 
(Dolliver & Rocker, 2018; Valcore & Pfeffer, 2018). This approach fails to appreciate the work of 
social constructionists, who are careful to distinguish ‘sex’ as a biological category from ‘gender’ as 
a performance that is socially created and determined through interaction (Cops & Pleysier, 2011; 
Valcore & Pfeffer, 2018). In response to calls for more criminological researchers to move beyond a 
normative view of gender and advance how this concept is measured so that it better aligns with more 
modern conceptualisations of gender as a non-binary and multifaceted construct (Miller & Carbone-
Lopez, 2015; Valcore & Pfeffer, 2018), this study adopts a social constructionist view of gender as a 
type of performance that embodies masculine or feminine ideals, but that may vary across situational 
contexts and structural positions (West & Zimmerman, 1987). This approach advances how gender 
is treated in criminological research and provides a greater degree of nuance in my research findings 
by incorporating a finer-grained measure of gender (Bittner & Goodyear-Grant, 2017). 
This study also adds to the existing scholarly literature by examining, as its primary focus, 
whether men and women differ in their support of the early release of prisoners on parole. Few studies 
have been undertaken on this topic internationally (Haghighi & Lopez, 1998; O’Hear & Wheelock, 
2015) and no studies have yet been conducted in the Australian context. Thus, this study provides a 
valuable contribution to our knowledge of gender differences in public punitiveness, particularly with 
respect to ‘back-end’ criminal justice processes that involve the release of prisoners back to the 
community. Further, for the most part, the existing literature examining public attitudes toward the 
conditional release of prisoners has relied on surveys or opinion polls to measure public views. While 
surveys are useful in tapping into public sentiment on an issue at any given time (Berinsky, 2017), to 
better understand public views of crime and criminal justice we must know more “about the ways in 
which people process information, and how [their] views relate to previously-existing beliefs and 
attitudes” (Roberts & Stalans, 2000, p. 7). An effective way of achieving this is through mixed-
methods research that combines both quantitative and qualitative methods to understand individual 
 11 
punitive attitudes (Adriaenssen & Aertsen, 2015; Simpson et al., 2015). Thus, by supplementing 
survey methods with in-depth qualitative interviews to provide a comprehensive picture of public 
attitudes toward punishment, this study contributes significantly to the existing research in this area.  
Finally, while studies have focused on establishing the existence of gender differences in 
public attitudes toward various criminal justice issues and procedures, this research has rarely 
engaged with theoretical explanations for why men and women may hold dissimilar views. The use 
of a theoretical framework for understanding gender differences in public views is essential to 
uncovering not only how men’s and women’s attitudes differ, but why this may be so. Taking a 
theoretically informed approach, this study draws from Hochschild’s (1979) theory of emotion 
management to explore how, in the context of giving their opinion on criminal justice issues, men 
and women negotiate their gender through their conformity or resistance to the gendered feeling rules 
for emotions shown by research to be salient to people’s views on punishment. By doing so, this study 
advances our knowledge of the affective dimensions of men’s and women’s views of parole and 
demonstrates how emotions can be “boundary breaking” within performances of masculinity and 
femininity (McQueen, 2017, p. 205).  
1.5 Structure of thesis 
The remainder of this thesis is structured into an additional six chapters. Chapter 2 provides an 
overview of the existing bodies of literature relating to public attitudes toward offenders and the 
gender gap in criminal justice attitudes. It also reviews the studies that form the basis for 
understanding gender differences in public attitudes toward parole. The chapter then discusses the 
affective dimensions of punitiveness and highlights some ways in which emotions have permeated 
parole processes and parole board decision-making. Finally, some theoretical explanations for the 
role of emotions in influencing or underlying public punitiveness are explored and critiqued. The 
purpose of this chapter is to orient the reader on the current knowledge in this field and contextualise 
this study’s findings.  
Chapter 3 details the conceptual framework for this study. Here, I explain how I have drawn 
from Hochschild’s (1979) theory of emotion management to provide a framework for understanding 
the interplay between gender, emotion and emotion management in contributing to how men and 
women express their views in a criminal justice context. The key concepts of ‘emotion’, ‘gender’ and 
‘culture’ are defined here, and consideration is given to the appropriateness of an intersectional versus 
relational approach to gender. At the completion of this chapter, I discuss the gendered feeling rules 
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that generally apply to the emotions of fear, anger and empathy in social contexts and make arguments 
as to whether similar rules are likely to apply in a criminal justice context.  
Next, in Chapter 4, I describe the methodology of my research. Here, the explanatory mixed-
methods research approach taken in this study is detailed, beginning with an explanation of the 
quantitative analysis of national survey data. This is then followed by a summary of the data collection 
and analysis procedures relating to the subsequent qualitative analysis of in-depth individual 
interviews with a sample of Australian men and women. The results of these analyses are reported in 
Chapters 5 and 6, respectively. In Chapter 5, the results of the quantitative analysis are presented, 
where I use multinomial logistic regression (MLR) analysis techniques to test the relationship 
between gender and parole support in an Australian context. Then, in Chapter 6, the findings of the 
qualitative analysis are presented, where a thematic analysis explores how men and women enact 
their gendered identity using emotion in a criminal justice context.  
Finally, Chapter 7 brings the quantitative results and qualitative findings together in an overall 
discussion of findings. Here, I confirm that while a significant gender gap in public views on parole 
does exist, the relationship between gender and parole support involves a complex interplay between 
a person’s emotions, societal expectations about appropriately masculine and feminine displays of 
emotion, and experiences of parenthood. As such, I conclude that care must be taken when making 
claims about the existence and nature of the gender gap in criminal justice attitudes.  
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Chapter Two: Public punitiveness and the gender gap in criminal justice attitudes: A 
synthesis of prior research 
2.1 Introduction 
Issues involving the return of prisoners to the community can elicit strong views from members of 
the community, which may in turn affect public support for prisoner re-entry programs and services 
(Garland, Wodahl, & Schuhmann, 2013). As a result, public acceptance of community corrections 
programs, like parole, is critical both to the success of these programs (Brown & Elrod, 1995) and to 
maintaining public confidence in sentencing procedures (Roberts, 2002). Given the recent 
controversy surrounding parole in Australia, there is a need to better understand how members of the 
public view this penal process and whether public confidence in parole is as low as media and other 
reports might suggest (Fitzgerald et al., 2016). Further, since policymakers’ perceptions of public 
opinion can play a pivotal role in influencing parole policies and legislation (Garland et al., 2013; 
Roberts, 1992), it is important that reliable information on the public’s views is available (Brown & 
Elrod, 1995; Frost, 2010). As Frost (2010) argues, 
Because public opinion (or the perception of that opinion) plays, and presumably will continue 
to play, a pivotal role in the development of public policy, we can only benefit from a deeper 
and more comprehensive understanding of punitiveness in public opinion. (p. 165)  
However, public views on issues of crime and punishment are complex. To begin, there is no 
single or unified ‘public’, with members of the community likely to hold diverse views due to their 
individual characteristics and experiences (Hough & Roberts, 2005). Indeed, evidence shows that the 
public’s criminal justice attitudes are heterogeneous and influenced by a multitude of factors, 
including their gender, age, race and ethnicity, to name a few (Hough & Roberts, 2005). Thus, it is 
important to consider how public punitiveness may vary across the population according to the 
characteristics of respondents (Garland et al., 2013). This study represents an important step toward 
achieving this, through its investigation of gender differences in public attitudes toward parole.  
Researchers have not tended to place gender at the forefront of their studies on public opinion 
on issues of crime and punishment (Applegate et al., 2002). Very little empirical attention has also 
been given to how men and women may differently view prisoners or their release on parole 
(Haghighi & Lopez, 1998). Instead, gender is often used in studies of public punitiveness as merely 
a control variable (Hupfeld, 2009). However, with research suggesting that no other variable plays as 
consistent or important a role in shaping public attitudes on criminal justice issues as gender (Hurwitz 
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& Smithey, 1998), it is time that more attention be devoted to exploring the gender gap in public 
punitiveness.  
In this chapter, I review the bodies of research that form an important foundation for this study 
of gender differences in public attitudes toward parole. For the most part, this research focuses on 
closely comparable common law jurisdictions, like the United States, Canada, the United Kingdom 
and Australia3. Further, this research generally relies on large-scale quantitative surveys to measure 
public attitudes, as opposed to more deliberative, qualitative methods. These studies have largely 
returned mixed findings about whether and how men and women differ in their views on issues of 
crime, punishment and rehabilitation. They do suggest, however, that men and women have diverging 
views on issues like death penalty support (Applegate et al., 2002; Kelley & Braithwaite, 1990) and 
the appropriate type and intensity of punishment to be given to offenders (Spiranovic et al., 2012). In 
this literature, it appears that women are less punitive in their attitudes than men. Women also appear 
to be more supportive than men of offender rehabilitation (Cullen, Clark, Cullen, & Mathers, 1985) 
and to believe more strongly in the idea of redemption for offenders (O’Sullivan, Holderness, Hong, 
Bright, & Kemp, 2017). Despite this, there are also indications that women may be more reluctant 
than men to support penal policies that allow for the early release of offenders from prison, like parole 
(Fitzgerald et al., 2018; Haghighi & Lopez, 1998; O’Hear & Wheelock, 2015). The first question this 
raises for my research, then, is: How does gender relate to public views toward parole in Australia?     
This chapter will also highlight how the affective dimensions of public punitiveness in 
criminological research have been underexplored, despite issues relating to crime and punishment 
often evoking strong emotions from members of the public (Loader, 2011) and these emotions 
increasingly being translated into criminal justice policy (Maruna & King, 2008). Public emotions 
have also permeated various aspects of parole policy and parole board decision-making through the 
inclusion of victim input into parole decisions, the appointment of victims’ representatives to parole 
boards, and the enactment of ‘no body, no parole’ legislation that is unapologetically intended to ease 
the grief of the families of murder victims. As such, I argue the time has come to undertake an in-
depth exploration of the affective dimensions of public attitudes toward parole. Gender remains an 
integral part of that exploration, with research showing that men and women have differing emotional 
dispositions and reactions that may lead to differences in their crime policy preferences (Gault & 
Sabini, 2000). Thus, exploring the interplay between gender, emotion and emotion management in 
the context of public attitudes toward parole may assist in disentangling the complex question of 
gender differences in public punitiveness. Because I conceptualise both gender and emotion as 
                                                     
3 As this research reflects a Global North positioning, it may not reflect the position in the Global South (see, for 
example, Sozzo, 2018). 
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socially constructed, I question, then, how men and women enact their gendered identity through 
emotion when discussing issues relating to parole. Thus, the second overarching research question 
for this study is: How do men and women ‘do gender’ through emotion and emotion management in 
a criminal justice context? 
From here, I review the scholarly literature on the presumed gender gap in criminal justice 
attitudes more broadly, before setting out the smaller bodies of research that specifically examine 
public attitudes toward parole and gender differences relating to issues of prisoner re-entry and parole. 
I then discuss the affective dimensions of punitiveness and consider the role that emotion might play 
in shaping public views on parole. I also argue that emotions have permeated parole processes and 
decision-making in several ways. Finally, I summarise and critique the existing theoretical 
frameworks that attempt to explain the role of emotions in shaping punishment attitudes. First, 
though, I detail what is meant by the concept of ‘punitiveness’.  
2.2 Defining ‘punitiveness’ 
The theoretical construct of punitiveness is widely used in criminological literature, however, there 
remains no widely accepted definition and this concept remains poorly understood (Adriaenssen & 
Aertsen, 2015; Matthews, 2005). Matthews (2005) argues that this term is most often associated with 
notions of retribution or vengeance and generally relates to the pursuit of punishment over and above 
what might usually be considered appropriate. Others reason that punitiveness may also relate to a 
lack of support for rehabilitation (Maruna & King, 2009). Arguing that researchers ought to take a 
more multidimensional view, Adriaenssen and Aertsen (2015) define punitiveness as “an attitude 
towards the goals of punishment, specific forms of penal sanctions, the intensity of penal sanctions 
and specific sentencing policies” (p. 95). From this view, punitiveness encompasses both a person’s 
support for tougher responses to crime and the harsher treatment of offenders. This would include, 
for example, increasing the number of offenders who are punished, as well as the intensity and length 
of punishment (Maruna & King, 2009).  
Reflecting these conceptual differences, criminological researchers using quantitative 
research methods have adopted a variety of broad attitudinal measures to assess individual punitivity, 
including respondents’ attitudes toward punishment or sentence severity (e.g., Payne, Gainey, 
Triplett, & Danner, 2004; Kleck & Jackson, 2016) and their preferred goal of punishment (e.g., 
Langworthy & Whitehead, 1986; Mackey, Courtright, & Packard, 2006; Roberts, Hough, Jacobsen, 
& Moon, 2009). However, due to people’s tendency to respond in harsher terms when asked broad 
questions about punishment (Hough & Roberts, 2002), researchers have also measured punitiveness 
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through respondents’ support for specific penal policies, including the use of capital punishment 
(Borg, 1997), ‘three-strike laws’ (Applegate, Cullen, Turner, & Sundt, 1996), mandatory life 
sentences (Mitchell & Roberts, 2012) and probation (Butter, Hermanns, & Menger, 2013). 
Individuals who support the death penalty, ‘three-strikes laws’ or mandatory life sentences are 
considered to hold more punitive attitudes, while those who support the use of probation are 
considered less punitive (Adriaenssen & Aertsen, 2015). 
In this study, the concept of punitiveness is examined with respect to the release of prisoners 
on parole. This approach is similar to that of Butter et al. (2013), who examined public punitiveness 
with respect to probation, another form of community supervision for offenders. While some previous 
studies have included parole-related questions as part of a larger punitiveness scale (Dowler, 2003; 
Haghighi & Lopez, 1998; Johnson, 2009), few studies could be located where a specific focus was 
given to measuring punitiveness using the public’s support or opposition to the release of prisoners 
on parole (Cumberland & Zamble, 1992; Samra-Grewal & Roesch, 2000). Parole represents an 
important interface between the criminal justice system and the community (Huebner & Bynum, 
2003), with parole boards deciding which inmates are released from prison and when (Vîlcică, 2016). 
However, the release of prisoners on parole is an issue that clearly polarises public views – with some 
members of the public seeing the value of parole as an incentive to inmates to rehabilitate (Roberts, 
Briker, Clawson, Doble, & Selton, 2005), but others believing this penal process exposes the 
community to unnecessary harm if a parolee reoffends (Lindsey & Miller, 2011). For these reasons, 
the exploration of public attitudes toward parole provides an important avenue through which to 
examine public punitiveness.   
2.3 Parole in the Australian context 
While there are some differences across each Australian state and territory, parole generally refers to 
the conditional release of a prisoner after they have served a legislatively or judicially determined 
minimum term of imprisonment (Gately et al., 2017; Queensland Government, 2018). Parole release 
can occur either at the discretion of a parole board (referred to as ‘discretionary parole’) or 
automatically upon the expiry of a prisoner’s minimum non-parole period set by the sentencing court 
(known as ‘mandatory parole’) (Fitzgerald et al., 2016). Whilst on parole, prisoners are monitored in 
the community until the completion of their sentence and can be subject to varying levels of 
supervision and conditions (Freiberg et al., 2018; Queensland Government, 2018). Parole plays a 
significant role in Australia’s criminal justice system, with roughly 17,000 prisoners on parole  across 
Australia as at September 2018 (Australian Bureau of Statistics (ABS), 2018). Of these, Queensland 
had the highest proportion of parolees, accounting for 42 per cent (n = 7,072) of prisoners on parole, 
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followed by New South Wales (with 39 per cent of the national total) and South Australia (with 7 per 
cent of all parolees) (ABS, 2018). 
The purpose of parole is to protect the community’s safety by supporting the reintegration of 
prisoners into society, thereby reducing the likelihood of reoffence (Petersilia, 2003; Sofronoff, 
2016). Releasing prisoners on parole is argued to minimise recidivism in three main ways: by 
incentivising prisoners’ participation in programming, supporting prisoners as they reintegrate into 
the community, and managing serious offenders more intensively upon their release (Sofronoff, 
2016). The practicality of parole is that it may also reduce issues of prison overcrowding (Petersilia, 
2003), although it can also have the opposite effect, where prison populations may rise due to the 
increased number of offenders who return to prison for parole breaches (Fitzgerald & Cherney, 2015). 
There is some evidence that parole is successful in reducing rates of reoffending, with Australian 
research showing that prisoners who are released to parole are less likely to commit further offences 
than prisoners who are released unconditionally from custody (Stavrou, Poynton, & Weatherburn, 
2016; Wan, Poynton, van Doorn, & Weatherburn, 2014). Similar results have been reported 
internationally (Ostermann, 2013; Ostermann & Hyatt, 2016). Despite this, the public tend to 
overestimate the proportion of parolees who reoffend and often express a preference for prisoners to 
be released unconditionally at the end of their sentence, rather than being paroled (Gately et al., 2017; 
Roberts, 1988). 
Each Australian state and territory has its own parole board, which is responsible for 
determining when prisoners ought to be released or returned to prison (Gately et al., 2017). The 
factors weighed by parole boards when making release decisions differ across jurisdictions (for an 
overview, see Bartels, 2013), however, in most states legislative requirements dictate that primary 
consideration be given to issues of community safety. In Queensland, for example, the parole board’s 
highest priority “should always be the safety of the community” (Queensland Government, 2017, p. 
2, emphasis added). Other factors taken into consideration by parole boards include a prisoner’s 
institutional behaviour, risk of reoffending, participation in prison programming and victims’ 
concerns (Bartels, 2013; Gately et al., 2017). If deciding to grant parole, the board must also decide 
what supervisory conditions to impose on an offender to facilitate their successful reintegration to the 
community and to safeguard the public or any victims (Vîlcică, 2016). Research suggests, though, 
that members of the Australian public know very little about the processes that guide parole decision-
making (Gately et al., 2017), including the requirement that parole boards prioritise public safety 
above all other considerations.  
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The Australian public’s attitudes toward parole will likely have important implications for 
future penal policies and parole decision-making. The public’s views (real or presumed) may play an 
important role in shaping reforms to existing parole policies and legislation (Roberts, 1988; Samra-
Grewal & Roesch, 2000). Indeed, reforms to restrict prisoners’ eligibility for parole and the powers 
of parole boards, purportedly to reflect public opinion, have recently been observed across Australia 
(Freiberg et al., 2018). The perceived public sentiment around parole may also be taken into 
consideration by parole board members in their decisions (Samra-Grewal & Roesch, 2000), with 
recent claims that “the public’s increased attention to crime policy have not been lost on parole 
boards” (Rhine, Petersilia, & Reitz, 2017, p. 287). This increased attention may, particularly in the 
aftermath of incidents of violent reoffending by parolees, place additional pressure on parole boards 
to reduce the rate at which they grant parole (Rhine et al., 2017). Restrictions placed on prisoners’ 
parole eligibility coupled with the possibility of more conservative parole release rates could have a 
significant impact on Australian prison population rates. For these reasons, public opinion on parole 
in Australia represents an important area for further research.   
2.4 Issues of punishment and rehabilitation: Exploring (gendered) public views 
Before examining the literature on public attitudes toward parole, it is useful to first consider the body 
of research that explores public views on criminal justice attitudes more broadly, including death 
penalty support and attitudes toward punishment and rehabilitation. While there is a large body of 
literature in this area, few researchers have focused specifically on gender differences in criminal 
justice attitudes, preferring instead to merely control for gender (Hupfeld, 2009). Further, in this 
literature, researchers have tended to rely on quantitative opinion polls and general population surveys 
to measure public attitudes – an approach often criticised for providing somewhat superficial 
responses from respondents (Berinsky, 2017). The use of surveys in studies of public opinion is also 
critiqued for their treatment of gender, as this concept is often poorly measured in survey research 
(Bittner & Goodyear-Grant, 2017). Nonetheless, some important insights can be drawn from this 
body of research as it may provide an indication of general population preferences for how offenders 
are dealt with by the criminal justice system – preferences that might also influence their attitudes 
toward prisoners as they re-enter the community on parole.  
The first insight provided by this literature is that there is widespread support amongst the 
public for offenders to be punished more harshly (Adriaenssen & Aertsen, 2015; Applegate et al., 
2002; Spiranovic et al., 2012). Large representative surveys in the United States, United Kingdom, 
Australia and New Zealand have all indicated, for example, that most people view the sentencing of 
offenders as being too lenient (Roberts, Stalans, Indermaur, & Hough, 2003). In Australia, 71 per 
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cent of respondents to the 2007 Australian Survey of Social Attitudes agreed that offenders ought to 
be given harsher sentences (Roberts & Indermaur, 2009). More recently, a nationally representative 
survey of 6,005 Australians showed that two-thirds of respondents agreed stiffer sentences should be 
given to law breakers and nearly 60 per cent were of the view that sentences were generally too lenient 
(Mackenzie et al., 2012). Although most people appear to support harsher sentencing practices, 
several studies have indicated that there is a gender gap in men’s and women’s views in this area, 
with women reportedly more punitive than men (Kelley & Braithwaite, 1990; Kutateladze & 
Crossman, 2009; Payne et al., 2004; Sprott, 1999). In a survey of roughly 1,000 Canadians, Sprott 
(1999) found that a significantly larger proportion of women (81%) than men (71%) believed that the 
sentences handed down to offenders by the courts were not severe enough. Similar findings have also 
been reported in Australia, although the difference between men and women there was only four 
percentage points (Kelley & Braithwaite, 1990).  
These findings are useful in highlighting the average public sentiment around sentencing. 
They also provide an indication of possible variation in parole support based on gender, since 
individuals who view sentencing as too lenient in the first place may be more likely to oppose the 
release of prisoners on parole, particularly if they view parole as a ‘discount’ or ‘reduction’ of an 
offender’s sentence (Gately et al., 2017; Hough & Roberts, 2005). However, we must be careful not 
to overstate the significance of these findings, particularly as they relate to possible gender 
differences, as they are often the result of simple binary survey questions where respondents are asked 
whether the sentencing of offenders is either ‘too harsh’ or ‘too lenient’ (Simpson et al., 2015). 
Consequently, these studies do not unpack the intricacies of an individual’s views on a topic as 
complex as sentencing (Simpson et al., 2015). They also tell us very little about why women might 
be more likely to view the sentencing of offenders as too lenient.  
Survey questions about people’s beliefs about the leniency (or otherwise) of sentencing 
represents just one aspect of public attitudes on crime and punishment (Simpson et al., 2015). A 
second and related area of public punitiveness relates to death penalty support. Here, studies 
consistently show that women are less punitive than men (Applegate et al., 2002; Cochran & Sanders, 
2009; Cullen et al., 1985; Kelley & Braithwaite, 1990; Kutateladze & Crossman, 2009; Whitehead & 
Blankenship, 2000). For example, American research drawing on representative population surveys 
between 1972 and 2002 showed that the odds that men, relative to women, supported the death 
penalty were 71 per cent greater (Cochran & Sanders, 2009). Although both men’s and women’s 
death penalty support rose and fell over the thirty-year period, the gap between men and women 
remained relatively even. Despite accounting for several possible explanations, including 
socioeconomic status, gender differences in socialisation, fear of crime and criminal justice 
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experiences, the effect of gender on death penalty support remained robust, leaving the authors to 
question whether the gap was due to biological differences between men and women rather than 
gender (Cochran & Sanders, 2009).  
The seemingly incongruent finding that women may be more supportive than men of stiffer 
sentencing but less supportive of the death penalty led Australian researchers Kelley and Braithwaite 
(1990) to observe that there is “something about being a woman [that] makes one less willing to take 
a life in punishment for crime but at the same time more punitive in other ways” (p. 547). They 
questioned whether women’s support for harsher sentences was because they believed incapacitation 
offered a stronger guarantee of offender rehabilitation, as opposed to stemming from more retributive 
origins (Kelley & Braithwaite, 1990). Other researchers suggest, though, that women may favour 
more punitive responses to crime if they view incapacitation as a means of protecting potential 
victims (Applegate et al., 2002), particularly if they assume that most offenders are men who have 
women and children as their victims (Kutateladze & Crossman, 2009).   
 While the public is widely supportive of the harsher punishment of offenders, studies show 
there is also widespread support for offender rehabilitation (Applegate, Cullen, & Fisher, 1997; 
Applegate et al., 2002; Mackey et al., 2006). Again, though, there is evidence of a gender gap here, 
with studies providing strong indications that women are more supportive than men of offender 
rehabilitation and treatment (Applegate et al., 2002; Cullen et al., 1985; Mackey et al., 2006). 
Applegate et al. (2002), for instance, found women were significantly more supportive of offender 
rehabilitation than men, although the gap observed between men and women “was a matter of the 
degree of support [for rehabilitation], rather than support versus opposition” (p. 94-95). Using a 
sample of college students, Mackey et al. (2006) also found gender to be a highly significant predictor 
of attitudes toward rehabilitation, with women expressing greater support for the ideals of 
rehabilitation than men. It is possible that women’s greater support for rehabilitation is linked to their 
views on the ability of offenders to reform and redeem themselves, with research indicating that 
women are significantly more optimistic than men that offenders can change (O’Sullivan et al., 2017).   
Another notable finding from the research on public views on issues of crime and punishment 
is that people generally express less punitive attitudes when they are provided contextual information 
about an offence or offender (Applegate et al., 2002; Cumberland & Zamble, 1992). Cumberland and 
Zamble (1992) showed, for example, that while members of the public expressed great dissatisfaction 
with Canada’s parole system when answering global questions, their views were far less punitive 
when they were asked to make parole decisions in specific cases. These findings highlight a further 
limitation of using polls or surveys alone to measure public opinion, as these methods offer 
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respondents little opportunity to “consider the social context of the topic at hand, and to reflect on 
their own position” before providing a response and, as a result, they are “likely to express views 
lacking a considered perspective, particularly if the subject matter is complex, potentially 
controversial and unfamiliar” (Simpson et al., 2015, p. 3). 
There is also some indication that having additional information may have more of an effect 
on women than men. Research by Applegate et al. (2002) showed that while men and women took a 
similar view when asked whether courts were harsh enough in their sentencing of offenders, women 
were significantly less supportive than men of the idea of punishment when presented with a vignette 
that described a hypothetical offender and asked whether they felt it was important that the offender 
be punished. This suggests women may be more flexible or movable in their views than men, an 
argument that is supported by other research. In Whitehead and Blankenship’s (2000) study, women 
who initially voiced their support for the death penalty showed a greater willingness than men to 
change their position upon receiving new information, including that innocent people have previously 
been put to death. These findings, in the authors’ view, offered support for Carol Gilligan’s (1982) 
argument that men and women have differing conceptions of justice, with women being more caring 
toward others. Other researchers agree, saying that when more contextual information is provided 
about an offence, the offender or the victim, this information might elicit a ‘care’ perspective from 
women (Kutateladze & Crossman, 2009). Gilligan’s notion of a feminine ethic of care has, however, 
been criticised by feminist researchers who argue that her reliance on gender stereotypes may hinder 
research that examines the ‘female voice’ on moral issues (Gould, 1988). I return to a discussion of 
Gilligan’s theory later in this chapter.  
While having additional contextual information can result in less punitive public attitudes, the 
opposite can also be true, with more punitive attitudes also being possible depending on the 
seriousness of the offence (Davis, Bynum, Hula, & Morash, 1997, as cited in Mackey et al., 2006). 
Gender differences have also been observed here. For example, in a survey of registered voters from 
Virginia in the United States, women were found to be significantly more punitive than men toward 
an offender in cases involving driving under the influence causing death, occupational health and 
safety breaches resulting in an employee’s death, and the selling of firearms to high school students 
(Payne et al., 2004). However, these relationships changed direction (albeit the resulting coefficients 
did not reach statistical significance) for drug-related offences. Given these findings, the researchers 
observed that women were more punitive than men in cases involving “more directly apparent 
negative consequences to victims or potential victims than in seemingly ‘victimless’ crimes” (Payne 
et al., 2004, p. 201). A similar result was observed in a study of public attitudes toward ex-prisoners 
in Israel. There, Shoham and Timor (2014) found that while women were significantly more likely 
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than men to believe that drug offenders deserved a ‘second chance’, the reverse was true for domestic 
violence offenders.  
The literature outlined thus far shows there have been mixed findings with respect to gender 
differences in the public’s criminal justice attitudes, with women seemingly less punitive than men 
when it comes to their support for the death penalty and offender rehabilitation, but more punitive in 
other respects, including their desire to see offenders punished more harshly. To reconcile these 
findings, some researchers have suggested that women may simply be conflicted in their views; on 
one hand being concerned about crime and wanting an appropriately punitive response, while on the 
other hand wanting to avoid overly harsh responses to crime (Hurwitz & Smithey, 1998). Others 
argue that women’s views on crime and punishment are instead complex and context-dependent 
(Haghighi & Lopez, 1998). Some support for the latter argument has been found both in Australia 
(Fitzgerald et al., 2018) and internationally (O’Hear & Wheelock, 2015), with research demonstrating 
that people can simultaneously support both punitive and rehabilitative crime responses. It would be 
a mistake, then, to simply disregard women’s views as confused or conflicted.  
2.5 Public attitudes toward parole  
Although an extensive scholarship has examined public views on various ‘front-end’ aspects of the 
criminal justice system, there is a lack of literature in relation to the public’s attitudes toward ‘back-
end’ criminal justice processes, like parole (Roberts, 1988; Samra-Grewal & Roesch, 2000). Because 
the front-end of the criminal justice system is largely focused on issues of punishment, while the 
back-end is more concerned with issues of risk and rehabilitation, it may be the case that members of 
the public hold less punitive views with respect to parole than they do for things like sentencing. The 
small body of literature in this area has produced mixed findings, with some studies reporting that 
members of the public are largely in favour of parole and others that attitudes are overwhelmingly 
negative. Like the research discussed above, most of this research has also relied on surveys or 
opinion polls to measure public views.  
To begin, some research from Canada and the United States has indicated that the public hold 
mostly favourable views toward parole. Roberts (1988) reported that 63 per cent of Canadians were 
in favour of some form of early release initiative for inmates, while other research found that less 
than half of Canadian respondents (47%) believed the parole system was too lenient and a majority 
(69%) did not want conditional release to be abolished (Samra-Grewal & Roesch, 2000). These 
findings coincide with an earlier Canadian study, where the authors observed that most respondents 
“endorsed the granting of conditional release in a variety of circumstances, including some that 
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clearly violate the demands of a just deserts perspective” (Cumberland & Zamble, 1992, p. 453). 
Support for parole has also been found in the United States, with Roberts et al. (2005) reporting that 
78 per cent of Massachusetts’s residents favoured the early release of selected, non-violent inmates. 
In that study, the public viewed parole as an effective incentive for prisoners to better themselves 
whilst in prison (Roberts et al., 2005). Even in the politically conservative state of Texas, most 
respondents (80%) said they would prefer that prisoners serve a portion of their sentence on parole, 
rather than being released at the end of their sentence with no monitoring or supervision (Texas Public 
Policy Foundation, 2015).  
There are other indications, though, that individuals in countries like Canada and the United 
States are largely dissatisfied with parole policies and procedures. In an early Canadian study, over 
half (56%) of the respondents surveyed said that inmates were released on parole ‘too soon’ into their 
sentence (Brillon, Louis-Guerin, & Lamarche, 1984). A majority (81%) of Canadians also reported 
feeling that parole release was granted too frequently (Zamble & Kalm, 1990), while a similar 
proportion (82%) believed that parole processes were too lenient (Cumberland & Zamble, 1992). 
Similar findings have been reported in the United States, with Johnson (2009) finding that roughly 
72 per cent of respondents felt that parole boards should be stricter in their decision-making. 
There appear to be several reasons behind the public’s mixed views on parole, as assessed 
through general population survey research. Firstly, it appears that negative views toward parole may 
be the result, at least in part, of a misinformed or uninformed public. For example, there is a common 
view amongst members of the public that parole boards do not adequately consider issues of risk and 
public safety when making release decisions (Environics Research Group, 1989; Gately et al., 2017). 
It seems likely, then, that people are unaware that parole boards will typically consider community 
safety as the paramount, or at the very least, an important consideration when making release 
decisions. Some individuals also appear to mistakenly equate parole with a reduction or discount of 
a prisoner’s term of imprisonment, as opposed to a community-based portion of their sentence (Gately 
et al., 2017; Hough & Roberts, 2005), leading to the perception that offenders on parole are being ‘let 
off’ too easily (Environics Research Group, 1989). Further, it appears the public have difficulty 
grasping the concept of parole. A Canadian study showed, for example, that only 61 per cent of survey 
respondents could select the correct definition of parole even though it had been provided to them in 
the questionnaire instructions (Cumberland & Zamble, 1992). The Australian public’s knowledge of 
parole and parole board decision-making also appears limited, with Gately et al. (2017) finding that 
respondents were unaware of the composition of Western Australia’s parole board or the process the 
board followed when making release decisions. There, respondents were even unaware that each 
Australian state and territory had a separate parole board.  
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Second, the mixed findings may also reflect conflicting opinions about the types of offenders 
who ought to be eligible for early release. In this regard, a prisoner’s offending history and the 
seriousness of the offence for which they were most recently convicted are important factors in 
shaping public views. Public concerns over the granting of parole to violent and sexual offenders 
appear particularly salient. Cumberland and Zamble (1992) reported that while over one-half (54%) 
of respondents believed that the number of non-violent offenders granted parole was ‘about right’, 
most (87%) believed that the proportion of violent offenders being paroled was ‘too high’. In a 
separate study, focus group respondents agreed almost unanimously that repeat offenders and 
murderers should never be considered for parole (Environics Research Group, 1989). Most 
respondents (80%) in Roberts’ (1988) study also believed that murderers should never be eligible for 
parole, however unlike the previous study, very few (7%) were opposed to parole for repeat offenders. 
The public also appears concerned about the paroling of sex offenders, with close to three-quarters 
of respondents believing that early release for this type of offender was inappropriate (Roberts et al., 
2005). 
While most of the research on this topic has focused on the United States and Canada, a 
national study of public views on parole was recently conducted in Australia. Drawing on survey data 
from the National Study of Community Views on Parole, research by Fitzgerald and colleagues 
(2016) also revealed mixed support for parole amongst the Australian public. In that study, almost 
one-half of respondents (46%) agreed that prisoners ought to serve a portion of their sentence under 
community supervision, while over one-third (38%) disagreed. Interestingly, 59 per cent of 
respondents believed that prisoners should serve their ‘entire sentence’ in prison, a notion clearly in 
conflict with parole. However, this study also revealed limits to the public’s tolerance for parole, with 
three-quarters of respondents (75%) saying that offenders who had violated a parole order on a 
previous occasion should lose all future eligibility for parole (Fitzgerald et al., 2016). Like the earlier 
international studies, the idea of releasing violent offenders on parole also presented an obstacle to 
Australian’s support for parole, with most respondents opposed to parole for offenders convicted of 
serious assault causing injury, murder, or child sexual assault (Fitzgerald et al., 2016).   
 In one of the few studies to use qualitative methods, Gately et al. (2017) also explored the 
Australian public’s knowledge and attitudes toward parole. Using semi-structured interviews with a 
sample of 38 men and women from Western Australia, they found that their sample could be split 
into three groups, with roughly 37 per cent (n=14) of their sample holding mostly positive attitudes 
toward parole, an equal number (n=14) holding mixed views on parole, and about 26 per cent (n=10) 
holding mostly negative views (Gately et al., 2017). A thematic analysis showed that amongst those 
who held positive views, parole was seen as an opportunity for offenders to reintegrate into the 
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community. These respondents also tended to be more discerning of media reporting around parole, 
recognising this information was often sensationalist in nature. On the other hand, those who viewed 
parole negatively believed that parolees reoffended at high rates and that parole was merely used to 
ease issues of prison overcrowding.  
These studies offer useful, but different, insights into the knowledge and attitudes of the 
Australian public with respect to the release of prisoners on parole. The quantitative methodology 
used by Fitzgerald et al. (2016) provides a representative overview of general Australian population 
views on parole, while the qualitative approach taken by Gately et al. (2017) reveals some of the 
reasons underlying individuals’ attitudes on this topic, including their limited knowledge of the 
purpose of parole and the procedures that guide parole decision-making. A mixed-methods study that 
combines both quantitative and qualitative methods, therefore, would ensure the most comprehensive 
understanding of public attitudes on this issue. There remains a need, though, to further explore 
gendered views on parole since gender was not a focus in either study. In the next part of this chapter, 
I discuss the body of literature that examines gender differences in public support for parole.  
2.6 The gender gap in public support for parole and prisoner reintegration  
Gender differences in public support for parole has not been a focus in the existing literature, with 
some researchers commenting that “little attention has focused on gender-based perceptions of 
correctional goals, men’s and women’s views of correctional populations, and opinions concerning 
the release on parole of violent offenders” (Haghighi & Lopez, 1998, p. 453). Because of this, we 
know very little as to whether men and women differ in their tolerance of this penal process. This is 
compounded by the largely mixed findings in the small body of literature in this area as to whether it 
is men or women who are less supportive of the early release of prisoners. Like the research discussed 
above, researchers in this area have also mostly relied on quantitative attitudinal surveys to measure 
public views on parole. They have also tended to measure gender using a person’s biological sex.  
There is some evidence to suggest that women may be less supportive than men of the early 
release of prisoners on parole. Flanagan’s (1996) analysis of the 1996 National Opinion Survey on 
Crime and Justice found that while almost two-thirds of respondents favoured allowing prisoners to 
earn early release through good behaviour and participation in programs, support for early release 
was significantly higher amongst men (72%) than women (57%). Further, research by Haghighi and 
Lopez (1998) found that while a significantly higher proportion of women (63.5%) than men (56.5%) 
believed that most violent offenders could be rehabilitated through early intervention, women were 
still significantly less likely to favour the early release of offenders. When asked, for example, 
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whether prisoners should be able to earn early release through good behaviour and participation in 
educational programs, a significantly smaller proportion of women (69%) than men (76%) were 
agreeable. This finding led the researchers to comment that “while women feel that rehabilitation can 
be accomplished in correctional settings, they commonly oppose early release of offenders even if 
they believe that the offenders might have been rehabilitated” (Haghighi & Lopez, 1998, p. 460, 
emphasis added). The women in that study were also significantly less supportive of reducing 
offenders’ sentences and the early release of offenders who had previously been paroled for a serious 
offence (Haghighi & Lopez, 1998). These findings coincide with a recent Australian study, which 
showed that respondents who had ‘progressive’ criminal justice views, including supporting the 
release of prisoners on parole, tended to be male (Fitzgerald et al., 2018). 
More recently, a study by O’Hear and Wheelock (2015) on public views on sentencing and 
corrections in Wisconsin also pointed to a reluctance amongst women to support early release 
initiatives. There, female respondents were significantly more likely than male respondents to support 
the idea of ‘truth in sentencing’, that is, the idea that prisoners ought to serve their entire sentence 
within a correctional setting. On the other hand, male respondents were significantly more likely to 
support the early release of prisoners when asked whether “once a prisoner has served at least half of 
his term, he should be released from prison and given a less costly form of punishment if he can 
demonstrate that he is no longer a threat to society” (O’Hear & Wheelock, 2015, p. 276, emphasis 
added). In responding to that statement, the odds that men, relative to women, supported the early 
release of offenders were 39 per cent greater (O’Hear & Wheelock, 2015). However, in a later study, 
where O’Hear and Wheelock (2016) asked respondents about their support for early release after a 
prisoner had served two-thirds of their sentence, no statistically significant differences were found 
between men and women, indicating that women may not be as reluctant to support parole so long as 
it occurs later in an offender’s sentence. That study did reveal, however, that women placed 
significantly more emphasis than men on increasing public safety and ensuring that offenders 
received the punishment they ‘deserved’ (O’Hear & Wheelock, 2016).  
In a different approach to gauging public views on parole, Estrada-Reynolds et al. (2016a) 
examined the effect of expressions of remorse and time served on the mock parole decision-making 
of American citizens. In that study, although gender was not a significant predictor of parole 
decisions, women were found to hold significantly more positive perceptions of prisoners than men 
when the prisoner had served most of their sentence within a correctional facility. Further, contrary 
to the authors’ expectations, men and women were similarly influenced by a defendant’s expressions 
of remorse when making a parole decision, leading them to question the problematic and enduring 
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assumption that “women are ‘biased’ by their emotions and often make decisions based on their 
‘hearts’ rather than their ‘heads’” (Estrada-Reynolds et al., 2016a, p. 9).  
Conversely, a few studies have indicated that women, more so than men, are supportive of 
prisoner re-entry and the services and programs designed to assist that process (Garland, Wodahl, & 
Cota, 2016; Garland, Wodahl, & Smith, 2017; Ouellette, Applegate, & Vuk, 2017; Rade, Desmarais, 
& Burnette, 2018). Garland et al. (2017) found that women were more supportive than men of 
transitional programming, a treatment-based approach that aims to provide offenders with the skills 
they will require to overcome any obstacles they face during the process of re-entering the community 
from prison. Further, a study exploring whether the public’s beliefs in the idea of redemption for 
offenders influenced their attitudes toward prisoner re-entry also found that women expressed slightly 
more favourable views toward policies aimed at assisting prisoner re-entry (Ouellette et al., 2017). In 
that study, participants were asked, for example, whether “people who have recently been released 
from prison deserve as much help from society as people who need help but have never been 
incarcerated” (Ouellette et al., 2017, p. 775). 
For the most part, this literature indicates there may be a reluctance amongst women to support 
the early release of prisoners, despite their stronger support for offender rehabilitation and ideas of 
redemption. The reasons underlying this reluctance are not clear. There are some indications, though, 
that gender differences in policy attitudes may be the result, at least in part, of men’s and women’s 
differing emotional responses to events or happenings in the world (Gault & Sabini, 2000). Key 
findings in this regard were reported by Gault and Sabini (2000), who found gender differences in 
empathy were responsible for women’s greater support for policies aimed at supporting victims. This 
finding led them to conclude that “emotional dispositions and reactions play an important role in 
shaping political attitudes, and more specifically, that gender differences in emotion influence gender 
differences in policy preferences” (p. 495). There is also empirical evidence to suggest that gender 
differences in fear make women, more so than men, favour punitive crime responses and measures 
that ensure the continued incapacitation of offenders (Whitehead & Blankenship, 2000). The 
importance of emotions to public punitiveness was also highlighted recently in a study of public 
attitudes toward drug offenders, where gender was a significant predictor of punitiveness only until 
emotions like compassion and anger were accounted for (Labor & Gastardo-Conaco, 2017). 
Collectively, these findings indicate that emotion may play an important role in explaining why men 
and women differ in their view of criminal justice issues. Consequently, it is important that further 
research be undertaken into the interplay between gender, emotions and punitive public attitudes 
using a theoretical framework that supports that exploration. I return to a discussion of theoretical 
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frameworks for understanding the influence of emotion on punitive public attitudes later in this 
chapter. Next, though, I consider the role of emotions in contributing to public punitiveness.  
2.7 The affective dimensions of public punitiveness 
While some researchers argue that emotions have always been integral to the law (Maroney, 2006), 
others suggest that there has been a return of emotions to the criminal justice arena in recent years 
due to the “increasingly emotionalized cultures of late modern societies” (Karstedt, 2002, p. 304). 
Whatever the case, emotions play a prominent role in issues of crime and justice today, from 
restorative justice initiatives that embrace feelings of shame, remorse and forgiveness in the 
punishment process (Loader, 2011) to ‘narratives of empathy’ (Bandes, 1996) or anger (Sorial, 2016) 
introduced at the time of sentencing as victim impact statements. Beyond the emotions of victims and 
offenders, public emotions about crime and justice have also permeated the criminal justice system 
and, more so now than ever before, are translated into criminal justice policy (Maruna & King, 2008). 
As Loader (2011) observed, “there seems little doubt today that the genie of public emotions is out 
of the bottle” (p. 348). However, unlike academics, who have tended to favour rational and logical 
considerations in debates about crime, there is growing recognition that the public appear to have 
“little problem with ‘gut reactions’ and supporting what ‘feels right’ instead of what they are told is 
logically correct” (Maruna & King, 2008, p. 344). Indeed, despite Australian research showing that 
parole leads to lower rates of reoffending amongst released offenders (Stavrou et al., 2016; Wan et 
al., 2014), the public demanded reforms to parole in the wake of tragic (albeit rare) cases of violent 
reoffending by parolees, perhaps to feel better about the risks posed by ‘dangerous’ individuals in the 
community.  
However, while feelings like fear, anger, disgust, remorse and compassion are closely 
intertwined with matters of crime, punishment and rehabilitation, the study of emotions has been 
surprisingly absent from criminological literature (Calverley & Farrall, 2011; Loader, 2011). 
Although there is an extensive body of research that examines public opinion on various criminal 
justice issues, this literature has tended to focus on cognitive and demographic explanations for 
punitiveness (Hartnagel & Templeton, 2012), thus failing to capture the emotional component of 
punitiveness (Indermaur & Hough, 2002). Amid growing recognition that punishing offenders is a 
“deeply emotive” issue (Maruna & King, 2008, p. 344), there have been increased calls for research 
into the affective dimensions of public views (Hartnagel & Templeton, 2012; Indermaur & Hough, 
2002; Johnson, 2009; Maruna & King, 2004). As De Haan and Loader (2002) argue, emotions play 
an integral role in people’s attitudes toward criminal justice and punishment, and as such, it is difficult 
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to see how research in this area can proceed “without some serious attention being paid to the place 
of emotions in social life” (p. 243).  
Answering the call for research in this area, a growing body of criminological literature has 
begun to examine the affective dimensions of public support for punitive criminal justice policies. 
For the most part, these studies have focused on the influence of fear of crime on the public’s 
punishment attitudes (Baker et al., 2015; Costelloe, Chiricos, & Gertz, 2009; Hartnagel & Templeton, 
2012; Hurwitz & Smithey, 1998; Langworthy & Whitehead, 1986). Here, studies generally find 
support for a positive relationship between fear of crime and punitiveness, with more fearful 
individuals less likely to support rehabilitative crime policies (Baker et al., 2015) and more likely to 
oppose the early release of prisoners through probation or parole (Butter et al., 2013; Dowler, 2003).  
Beyond fear, the impact of other emotions on the public’s criminal justice attitudes has rarely 
been investigated, despite some recognition that feelings of anger may cause individuals to hold more 
punitive attitudes toward offenders and motivate a desire to seek harsher responses to crime 
(Hartnagel & Templeton, 2012). The few studies in this area have returned mixed findings, with some 
reporting that anger does not predict people’s views on punishment (Feather, Boeckmann, & McKee, 
2001; Graham, Weiner, & Zucker, 1997), but others finding a link between anger and punitive 
attitudes (Ask & Pina, 2011; Estrada-Reynolds, Schweitzer, & Nuñez, 2016b; Gault & Sabini, 2000; 
Hartnagel & Templeton, 2012; Johnson, 2009; Labor & Gastardo-Conaco, 2017; Lerner, Gonzalez, 
Small, & Fischhoff, 2003). Hartnagel and Templeton (2012), for example, found that angrier 
respondents were more punitive and that anger was a stronger predictor than either fear or worry 
about crime. These findings coincide with those from an earlier study, where the importance of anger 
about crime as a predictor of public punitiveness (and a stronger predictor than fear) was also 
highlighted (Johnson, 2009). Ask and Pina’s (2011) research also showed that feelings of anger 
increased people’s punitiveness toward offenders and enhanced their perceptions of an offender’s 
intent and ability to control their behaviour. Interestingly, in that study, participants’ anger was 
incidental to the offence in consideration, leading the authors to observe that the “experience of anger 
activates an ‘intuitive prosecutor’ mind-set that may influence judgments in subsequent unrelated 
situations” (Ask & Pina, 2011, p. 497). 
A growing number of studies have also explored the relationship between empathy and 
criminal justice attitudes (Courtright, Mackey, & Packard, 2005; Gault & Sabini, 2000; Mackey et 
al., 2006; Posick et al., 2012; Unnever & Cullen, 2009; Unnever, Cullen, & Fisher, 2005). Here, 
researchers have argued that empathy may be related, either directly or indirectly, to people’s views 
on appropriate responses to crime and, as such, “criminologists should move empathy from the 
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peripheries of their thinking to center stage” (Posick et al., 2012, p. 17). Similarly, Cullen (2011) has 
urged criminologists to move beyond an exploration of ‘negative’ emotions, like anger or fear, to also 
study more ‘positive’ emotions like empathy and how they might impact how people feel about 
punishing offenders.  
Several studies have found empirical support for a relationship between empathy and 
punitiveness, with more empathic individuals less likely to support the use of capital punishment 
(Unnever & Cullen, 2009; Unnever et al., 2005) and more likely to hold favourable attitudes toward 
offender rehabilitation (Mackey et al., 2006). A strong and negative relationship between feelings of 
empathy and punitiveness has also been found (Courtright et al., 2005; Lovegrove, 2013). Other 
research, however, indicates that empathy may not always lead to less punitive criminal justice 
attitudes, with Posick et al. (2012) finding that individuals with higher levels of empathy were more 
likely to believe that courts were not harsh enough in their dealings with offenders. There, for each 
increase in empathy, the odds of punitiveness increased 2.92 times (Posick et al., 2012). This suggests 
that more attention needs to be paid to exploring the subject of a person’s empathy, since empathy 
for a victim will likely have the opposite effect on punitiveness than empathy for an offender. 
2.8 Do emotions play a role in parole processes and decision-making? 
While it appears that emotions like fear, anger and empathy are salient to the public’s views on issues 
of crime and punishment, the question then becomes whether and how emotions may influence public 
views on parole. Little empirical attention has so far been paid to this area of research, despite early 
calls for researchers to examine the “interplay of cognitions and emotions in the genesis of attitudinal 
judgements” in parole research (Cumberland & Zamble, 1992, p. 453). There are some indications 
that members of the public may experience feelings of anger when hearing of cases of reoffending 
by parolees (Milivojevic & McGovern, 2014; Yelderman, 2016) and fear that offenders on parole 
may pose a threat to community safety (Fitzgerald et al., 2016). Parole board members may also 
experience and be influenced by emotion, with research showing that board members use emotion as 
a “resource” in their decision-making (Yelderman, 2016, p. 169). In that study, feelings of guilt 
relating to incidents of violent reoffending by parolees led parole board members to be more 
restrictive in their decision-making for prisoners who subsequently sought to be released on parole.  
Research on legal decision-making confirms that those responsible for making decisions at 
other points of the criminal justice process are not exempt from emotion, with one study showing that 
Australian magistrates often experience and manage feelings of sympathy toward defendants (Roach 
Anleu & Mack, 2005) and another that Swedish prosecutors use empathy to guide their professional 
role at various stages of an investigation and trial (Wettergren & Bergman Blix, 2016). However, in 
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his recent review of Queensland’s parole system, former Solicitor-General Walter Sofronoff QC 
(2016) firmly denied the presence of emotion in parole decision-making, stating this process is 
“unemotional by its very nature” (p.233). This sentiment was repeated recently by a member of the 
Parole Board for England and Wales in the aftermath of the John Worboys case, who stated that board 
members could not allow themselves “to be swayed by emotions in decision-making processes” (Hill, 
2018, para. 17). These denials of the importance or appropriateness of emotion to parole decision-
making reflects the widespread perception inherent to the criminal justice system that emotion and 
reason are strictly separate; a perception that Wettergren (2019) argues remains dominant today.  
Despite these claims of a parole system free from affect, it is apparent that emotions have 
permeated parole decision-making in several ways. To begin, in every state and territory in Australia 
the right of victims to be heard with respect to parole is legislatively enshrined. While the wording of 
these provisions varies across jurisdictions, each state or territory allows victims to provide a written 
statement to the parole board outlining their views and concerns relating to the paroling of the person 
who offended against them. In South Australia, victims are even provided the opportunity to meet 
with board members in person before the board convenes to make their decision (Government of 
South Australia, 2018b). Commonly, in their statement, victims are asked to address matters such as 
the effect the release of the prisoner on parole would have on them, as well as any conditions they 
believe are necessary to attach to a parole order, if one is made. In Tasmania, victims may go so far 
as to inform the parole board “how they would feel about the prisoner being released from prison” 
(Tasmania Department of Justice, 2014, emphasis added).  
Allowing victim input into parole decision-making will inevitably result in the penetration of 
victims’ emotions into parole processes. The presence of victims may also affect the emotions of 
parole board members, who are required to evaluate the risk of allowing an offender to return to the 
community under supervision, whilst at the same time being responsive and sympathetic to victims’ 
needs and concerns (Caplan, 2012). Because victims often frame their input to “cater to the emotions 
of parole board members in an effort to affect parole release outcomes” (Caplan, 2010, p. 224), board 
members may become less willing or able to set aside emotional appeals from victims to continue to 
incapacitate an offender (Roberts, 2009). Research showing that victim participation in the parole 
process significantly increases the rate of parole refusal (Morgan & Smith, 1997; Parsonage, Bernat, 
& Helfgott, 1992; Smith, Watkins, & Morgan, 1997) indicates that appealing to parole board 
members’ emotions is possibly an effective strategy. 
Many parole boards also now include a victims’ advocate in the composition of their board to 
represent the rights of victims in the parole process. For example, community members appointed to 
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Victoria’s Adult Parole Board include individuals who themselves were victims of very serious 
offences and who campaign for greater access to procedural justice for crime victims (Victoria State 
Government, 2017). The inclusion of victims’ advocates on parole boards may result in more weight 
being placed on considerations involving the victim, as opposed to the offender, when making a 
parole decision (Padfield & Roberts, 2010). Further, victims’ advocates and other community 
members are unlikely to have received formal legal training in the same way as many professional 
members of the board and therefore may be less able to weigh the emotional appeals from a victim 
against the probative value of this information when deciding the risk an offender poses to the 
community if released on parole (Roberts, 2009). 
Emotion has also been brought into parole processes through the recent introduction of what 
are commonly referred to as ‘no body, no parole’ laws. These laws, which at the time of writing had 
been introduced in Queensland, Victoria, South Australia and the Northern Territory, compel parole 
boards to consider whether an offender has satisfactorily co-operated in the investigation of the 
offence to reveal the location of their victim’s remains. The emotive nature of these laws is obvious 
(Freiberg et al., 2018), with even Sofronoff (2016), who denied the role of emotion in parole-decision 
making, commenting in his recent review of parole in Queensland that “withholding the location of 
a body extends the suffering of victim’s families and all efforts should be made to attempt to minimise 
this sorrow” (p. 234). He went on to state, while recommending that ‘no body, no parole’ laws be 
introduced in Queensland, “the killer’s satisfaction at being released on parole is grotesquely 
inconsistent with the killer’s knowing perpetuation of the grief and desolation of the victim’s loved 
ones” (Sofronoff, 2016, p. 234-235). 
With emotions permeating the parole decision-making process through the inclusion of victim 
input, the appointment of victims’ representatives to parole boards, and the enactment of legislation 
aimed at easing the emotional burden experienced by families of victims whose remains have yet to 
be found, it has become increasingly important for research to explore the affective dimensions of 
public attitudes toward parole. Further, an exploration of issues involving gender and emotions is also 
necessary, given there is very little empirical research that investigates whether differences in how 
men and women experience or respond to emotions may influence their policy preferences (Gault & 
Sabini, 2000).  
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2.9 Theoretical frameworks for understanding the influence of emotion on punishment 
attitudes 
There are a few theoretical frameworks that have been drawn upon by researchers to better understand 
the connection between emotion and people’s views on crime and punishment. The first is 
psychologist and feminist theorist Carol Gilligan’s (1982) ground breaking treatment of this subject 
in her book “In a Different Voice”. Drawing on the earlier work of Nancy Chodorow (1978) and 
through her own research on the moral development of young people, Gilligan (1982) argued that 
men and women are inclined to speak in a ‘different voice’ when discussing issues of morality and 
justice. She suggests that men tend to make moral decisions based on an ‘ethic of justice’, which is 
influenced by considerations of individual rights, fairness, and “equality of treatment in the 
enforcement of rules” (Worden, 1993, pp. 205-206). This justice orientation is, in Gilligan’s view, 
due to childhood socialisation experiences that require boys to separate themselves from their mothers 
to discover their masculinity, resulting in an autonomous concept of ‘self’ (Ryan, David, & Reynolds, 
2004). As a result, boys tend to be more assertive and aggressive in their relationships with others 
(Fridkin & Kenney, 2007) and more likely to engage in individualised, risk-taking roles (Hurwitz & 
Smithey, 2009; Lambert, Clarke, Tucker-Gail, & Hogan, 2009). 
On the other hand, Gilligan suggests that women’s morality is founded on an ‘ethic of care’, 
which is preoccupied with the preservation of relationships and “tends to be more cooperative, caring, 
and nurturing” (Howell & Day, 2000, p. 859). An orientation toward care is the product of the close 
mother-daughter relationship which, unlike for males, is characterised by a sense of connection and 
sameness, and results in young girls developing a less distinct concept of self (Ryan et al., 2004). As 
a result of their socialisation, girls are said to be more likely to take on supportive and caring roles 
(Lambert et al., 2009) and to value strong and nurturing relationships with those around them (Fridkin 
& Kenney, 2007). 
While Gilligan’s theory has often been used by political scientists to explore gender 
differences in men’s and women’s voting behaviour, the use of this theory in criminological literature 
remains largely underdeveloped. This is due, in part, to the difficulty identified by some researchers 
of applying Gilligan’s ideas to help explain differences in men’s and women’s attitudes on crime and 
punishment. Drawing on Gilligan’s arguments, Hurwitz and Smithey (1998) hypothesised that 
because men are socialised to be more comfortable with aggression and women have an aversion to 
violence, we might expect that men would be more punitive than women. However, they 
acknowledged that women might respond more punitively than men when faced with offences 
involving violence against children or domestic violence (Hurwitz & Smithey, 1998). Here, they 
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suggested, women might identify with the victims of the offence, rather than the perpetrator, and thus 
adopt a more punitive view. As a result, they viewed Gilligan’s (1982) theory as providing good 
reason to expect “a certain amount of punitiveness from both men and women” (Hurwitz & Smithey, 
1998, p. 95). Applegate et al. (2002) also acknowledged the difficulty of applying Gilligan’s ideas to 
a criminal justice context, noting that while an ethic of care might lead to greater support for 
rehabilitation amongst women, it might also lead women to favour harsher penalties for offenders if 
they believed such measures would better protect potential victims. Thus, it is unclear whether 
women’s ethic of care, if one so exists, would lead women to hold more punitive or less punitive 
views toward offenders. 
 Gilligan’s theory has been criticised for implying that a person’s sense of self is determined 
in childhood and will remain stable across both time and context (Ryan et al., 2004). Ryan et al. 
(2004) argue that a person’s sense of self as either separate or connected may not be as fixed as 
Gilligan suggests, but instead may vary depending upon the circumstances. In making this argument, 
they refer to the earlier findings of Wark and Krebs (1996), who reported that although female 
respondents made significantly more care-based moral judgements than male respondents, very few 
respondents consistently made care-based or justice-based moral judgements across different 
scenarios. Ryan et al. (2004) tested the relationship between gender and moral orientation across two 
related studies, making several important findings.  
Firstly, their study indicated that “individuals can reason from either a care perspective or a 
justice perspective as a function of whether it is relevant to do so” (Ryan et al., 2004; p. 253, emphasis 
added). This calls into question Gilligan’s claim that men and women will intuitively make moral 
decisions from a justice or care orientation respectively across a variety of contexts. Instead, it 
suggests that people play an active role in deciding how to respond to ethical dilemmas and may 
consciously choose a care-based or justice-based approach depending upon the context in which the 
dilemma arose (Ryan et al., 2004). Secondly, this study revealed that traditional gender differences 
in moral reasoning were only present when gender and gender-based stereotypes were made salient 
to respondents, leading Ryan et al. (2004) to conclude that “gender differences are not pervasive and 
occur only when gender is seen as a relevant social category” (p. 254). This suggests that rather than 
being influenced by their biological gender, respondents were instead ‘doing’ gender to conform to 
cultural expectations about masculinity and femininity (West & Zimmerman, 1987), an idea I return 
to later. 
Gilligan has also been critiqued for her tendency to make generalisations about girls’ 
experiences and to gloss over “particular cases that do not conform so neatly” to her theory (Heyes, 
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1997, p. 156). By doing so, Heyes (1997) argues that Gilligan has not adequately interrogated how 
her research methods put forth an image of a “uniform female identity” (p. 156). More contemporary 
scholars recognise that women are not a homogenous group who are united in their ideas and 
experiences (Celis et al., 2013). Gilligan’s approach also took for granted the idea that gender can be 
‘undone’ through a person’s resistance to normative ideas about masculinity and femininity (Deutsch, 
2007). As a result, she missed the opportunity to highlight instances where men and women resisted 
ideas linking women with care and men with justice.  
The second theory connecting emotions to punishment attitudes is Weiner, Graham, and 
Reyna’s (1997) attributional theory of punishment. This theory suggests that a person’s beliefs about 
the perceived cause of an offence is critical to their desired punishment goals and decisions (Weiner 
et al., 1997). Specifically, a person’s propensity to punish is said to be mediated by the emotional 
reaction the person experiences because of the inferences they make about the offending party’s 
responsibility for their behaviour. If a person infers responsibility to the offending party and some 
deficit within the person’s character (reflecting a dispositional view) (Maruna & King, 2009), this 
will give rise to feelings of anger and a retributive desire for punishment (Graham et al., 1997). 
Conversely, if the person believes that the offending behaviour was due to causes outside of the 
offender’s control, thus reflecting a situational attribution (Maruna & King, 2009), the person will 
experience feelings of sympathy rather than anger and, as a result, desire minimal punishment 
(Weiner et al., 1997). Feelings of sympathy may also invoke a desire to engage in help-seeking 
behaviours (Graham et al., 1997). Some empirical support has been found for the relationship 
between inferences of personal responsibility, emotions and a person’s punishment preferences 
(Caprara, Pastorelli, & Weiner, 1997; Graham et al., 1997), with Graham et al. (1997) concluding 
that “the processes leading to punishment decisions are complex and multifaceted, in part involving 
cognitive appraisals of the transgression, affective reactions to the offender, and beliefs about the 
functions of punishment” (p. 338). 
 Although this theory offers an interesting avenue for exploring how emotions may influence 
a person’s punishment preferences, Weiner et al. (1997) do not explore the role of gender in shaping 
people’s tendency to adopt a situational or dispositional view of crime. Indeed, they do not at all 
explore “why a particular causal inference is reached and construed as controllable” (p. 437, emphasis 
added), instead focusing on a person’s emotional and behavioural reaction once that decision has 
been made. Given research showing that women, more so than men, tend to adopt a situational view 
of offending (Boots & Cochran, 2011; Hupfeld, 2009), it seems remiss of Weiner et al. (1997) to 
overlook the likely importance of gender in their theory. Moreover, while Weiner et al. (1997) argue 
that a person will experience feelings of sympathy or anger only after they have decided whether the 
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offending behaviour was within the offender’s control, it is possible that this temporal order might be 
reversed, whereby it is a person’s emotions that lead them to infer responsibility (or not) on an 
offending party. It is possible, therefore, that the temporal ordering put forth by Weiner et al. (1997) 
may not accurately reflect the sequence in which individuals make punishment decisions. 
The third theory that attempts to explain the connection between emotions and people’s 
punishment preferences is Unnever and Cullen’s (2009) middle-range ‘empathetic identification 
theory’. Unnever and Cullen (2009) argue that feelings of empathy will diminish a person’s desire 
for punishment because empathic individuals are more likely to consider the factors that may have 
compelled the offender to engage in criminal behaviour in the first place. Drawing on the definitions 
offered by other researchers, they define empathy as a person’s ability to understand the feelings of 
others (Unnever & Cullen, 2009); a definition that focuses on the cognitive, as opposed to affective, 
aspects of empathy (Kennett, 2017). Further, they conceptualise empathetic identification as “having 
diverse sources, but as being especially influenced by a range of social beliefs…and by constructed 
images of offenders that reflect those disseminated by elites, the media, and popular culture” 
(Unnever & Cullen, 2009, p. 285).  
Unnever and Cullen (2009) argue that the ability to empathise with an offender will have 
several effects, including to dull feelings of anger, facilitate a willingness to accept an offender’s acts 
of contrition or remorse, and allow forgiveness to occur. They suggest that empathic individuals will 
be less likely to support punitive penal policies, “because they empathetically identify with the undue 
suffering the offender will experience if the policy is enacted” (Unnever & Cullen, 2009, p. 287). In 
his Australian study on public opinion and sentencing, Lovegrove (2013) added two additional 
manifestations of empathy not specified by Unnever and Cullen. First, he found evidence that 
empathetic individuals show a predisposition to view the offender (or the offending behaviour) in the 
best light, particularly when faced with uncertain facts about a case (Lovegrove, 2013). Second, those 
who empathetically identified with an offender also displayed an openness to signs of favourable 
prospects for the offender’s rehabilitation and, as a result, desired no or minimal punishment 
(Lovegrove, 2013). 
While Unnever and Cullen (2009) acknowledge that factors like a person’s gender may 
influence individual differences in punitiveness, as well as the extent to which a person is able to 
empathetically identify with an offender, considerations of gender are left “unexplained” by their 
theory (p. 297). This omission is somewhat surprising, given research showing women are more 
likely than men to experience feelings of empathy for others (Gault & Sabini, 2000; Macaskill, 
Maltby, & Day, 2002; Smith, Shepperd, Miller, & Graber, 2016). The interplay between gender, 
 37 
feelings of empathy and punitiveness toward offenders seems, therefore, an important area for further 
research.  
Although these theories offer possible avenues for exploring the relationship between emotion 
and punitiveness, only Gilligan (1982) incorporated gender as a primary focus in exploring that 
relationship. Although Gilligan’s work was important in encouraging discussions around women’s 
approaches to moral reasoning (Fraser & Nicholson, 1988), it was premised on biologically-based 
differences between males and females4, a now outdated view of gender in light of ‘doing gender’ 
arguments (West & Zimmerman, 1987) and research showing that sex-based distinctions are less 
important for moral reasoning than how a person chooses to enact their gendered social identity (Ryan 
et al., 2004). Further, Gilligan used a small sample of schoolchildren to extrapolate her findings into 
statements about ‘all women’ (Scott, 1986), taking for granted that women are a heterogenous group 
with diverging backgrounds and experiences, who should not be reduced to a single, unified category 
(Celis et al., 2013).  
Further, with their focus on feelings of anger and sympathy (Weiner et al., 1997), care 
(Gilligan, 1982) and empathy (Unnever & Cullen, 2009) respectively, these theories do not provide 
a framework for understanding how fear may influence men’s and women’s views on parole, despite 
evidence suggesting fear is strongly related to unfavourable attitudes toward shortening offenders’ 
sentences and releasing prisoners on parole (Dowler, 2003; Sprott & Doob, 1997). Moreover, except 
for Unnever and Cullen (2009, p. 290), who acknowledge that emotions are “socially constructed 
through a person’s affective connection with others” and involve a combination of neural responses 
and individual and societal influences, these theories take for granted the social nature of emotion 
and how a person’s feelings may be influenced not just by bodily responses, but also by varying 
contexts and cultural conditions (Jacobsen & Petersen, 2017). Consequently, the usefulness of these 
theories to understanding the interplay between gender and emotion in influencing punitiveness is 
somewhat limited.  
2.10 Summary 
The release of prisoners to community supervision is an issue that has divided the Australian public. 
Given research suggesting that gender, more so than any other variable, plays an important role in 
shaping public attitudes toward issues of crime and punishment (Hurwitz & Smithey, 1998), it seems 
likely that a person’s gender may also be influential to their views on parole. A small body of 
empirical research provides support for this argument, showing that while women are more 
                                                     
4 In her work since ‘In a Different Voice’, Gilligan has moved more toward anti-essentialist methods (Heyes, 1997).  
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supportive than men of offender rehabilitation and ideas of redemption (Applegate et al., 2002; 
O’Sullivan et al., 2017), they are less likely to support the supervised release of offenders partway 
through their sentence (Haghighi & Lopez, 1998; O’Hear & Wheelock, 2016). However, this research 
(and indeed the literature on the gender gap in criminal justice attitudes more broadly) has relied 
predominantly on attitudinal surveys to measure public views – an approach criticised by some for 
presenting “shallow, unconsidered public opinion” that has the potential to undermine sound policy 
development and reform (Green, 2006, p. 132; Simpson et al., 2015). The treatment of gender in 
survey research has also been critiqued for its use of sex as a proxy for gender (Bittner & Goodyear-
Grant, 2017).  
In addition to moving beyond a reliance on survey research and a normative view of gender 
when exploring gender differences in public punitiveness, it is also important for researchers to 
engage with theoretical perspectives to understand why men and women may view issues relating to 
crime and punishment from different viewpoints. Given research indicating that emotions play an 
important role in shaping men’s and women’s criminal justice views, this study focuses on the 
affective dimensions of public punitiveness. There are several theoretical perspectives that could be 
adopted in this study to explore the interplay between gender and emotion on punitive public attitudes, 
including Carol Gilligan’s widely-cited but controversial theory of moral reasoning. However, 
because the usefulness of these theories for this study is somewhat limited, there is an opportunity to 
look further afield for an appropriate theoretical lens to consider this research problem. Because I 
take the view that both gender and emotion are social constructs that may vary across contexts (as I 
explain further in the next chapter), my research must engage with a conceptual framework that can 
accommodate this view. The conceptual framework for this study is detailed in the following chapter, 
where I explain how I draw from Arlie Russell Hochschild’s (1979, 1983) theory of emotion 
management to better understand gender differences in public attitudes toward parole.   
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Chapter Three: The interplay between gender, emotion and emotion management: A 
conceptual framework for understanding gender and public punitiveness 
3.1 Introduction 
The previous chapter outlined the existing literature on public attitudes toward various aspects of the 
criminal justice system and highlighted the need to better understand gender differences in public 
punitiveness. Through that literature, it was shown that while emotions appear to play an important 
role in public views on issues of crime and punishment, the affective dimensions of public 
punitiveness remains largely under-researched and under-theorised. Three existing theoretical 
frameworks for understanding the interplay between emotion and public punitiveness were discussed, 
however these theories do not tend to give a specific focus to the importance of gender or recognise 
the socially constructed nature of either gender or emotion. Thus, there is an opportunity to look 
beyond these theories to engage instead with a theoretical framework that emerges from the field of 
sociology.  
This chapter will establish a conceptual framework that draws from feminist sociologist Arlie 
Russell Hochschild’s theory of emotion management to guide this study’s exploration of gender 
differences in public attitudes toward parole. Hochschild’s theory has been immensely significant 
within sociology (and beyond) as it provides a theoretical frame for understanding the social nature 
of emotion (Theodosius, 2006). In doing so, Hochschild brought new insight into the “peculiarities, 
dilemmas, tensions, and conflicts of contemporary human interactions…at the level of both thinking 
and feeling” (Tonkens, 2012, p. 195). In this chapter, I summarise Hochschild’s theory and explain 
how I have integrated that theory with criminological and other research to explore the feeling rules 
that might apply to people’s emotional displays in a criminal justice context. I focus here on feelings 
of fear, anger and empathy, since research shows these emotions are most salient to people’s crime 
and punishment attitudes. I then put forth arguments about how the feeling rules for fear, anger and 
empathy are gendered and may result in differing emotional displays from men and women in a 
criminal justice context. I conclude the chapter by pointing to some key ways that I depart from 
Hochschild’s theory. Firstly, though, I explain how I have conceptualised the key constructs of 
‘emotion’ and ‘gender’ in this thesis. 
3.2 Defining ‘emotion’ 
When conceptualising the term ‘emotion’, it is important to acknowledge the debates regarding the 
source of emotion and, specifically, whether emotions have a predominantly biological origin (as in 
the Cartesian view) or instead arise only in social interaction and patterns of relationships, as Burkitt 
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(2014) and others argue. Descartes and other philosophers from the pre-Enlightenment period argued 
that emotions are tied primarily to a person’s bodily sensations and “do not involve processes of 
thought, attribution or evaluation” (Ahmed, 2013, p. 5). From this view, emotion and the feeling of 
bodily change are considered one and the same, with a person feeling fear, for example, because of 
the bodily reactions they experience (Ahmed, 2013). Because, from this perspective, emotions are 
thought to be located within a person’s body or mind, they are analysed from a physiological or 
cognitive perspective (Parkinson, 1996). Owing to Descartes’ continued influence, as well as the 
work of cognitive psychologists who still often espouse this approach, some academics and 
practitioners continue to conceptualise emotions as individual and internal reactions or states (de 
Boise, 2015; Lerner & Tiedens, 2006; Parkinson, 1996) that unlike behaviour or thought, are not 
governed by social rules (Hochschild, 1979).  
 This view of emotions has not, however, escaped criticism, with de Boise (2015) arguing that 
the idea that emotions exist independently of how we think about them is a “specific historic product 
of gendered and racialised power relations” (p. 2). To distance themselves from an understanding of 
emotions from a psychological and individualistic perspective, sociologists have tended to reject the 
notion that emotions can be reduced to bodily sensations (Jacobsen & Petersen, 2017; McQueen, 
2017). Instead, they argue that while emotions may initially appear as internal and the “private 
property of the individual” (Jacobsen & Petersen, 2017, p. 376), they are rarely able to be disentangled 
from the social world and, as such, are best viewed as a type of social phenomena (Lerner & Tiedens, 
2006; Parkinson, 1996; Illouz, 2008). From this view, emotions are “socially shaped and embodied 
responses to social stimuli” (McQueen, 2017, p. 207) that, because of their influence from relations, 
situations and cultural conditions, are both dynamic and malleable (Jacobsen & Petersen, 2017).   
The argument that ‘emotions are social’ (Parkinson, 1996) has ramifications for our 
understanding of how individuals experience and express emotions in social life. Hochschild (1975, 
1979) takes an interactionist view of emotions, arguing that emotions take on their meaning only in 
relation to specific contexts. She defines emotion by emphasising the importance of both bodily 
sensations and the social context in which they occur (Hochschild, 1979). As Simon and Nath (2004) 
explain, this perspective considers emotions to involve “complex combinations of physiological 
sensations, cognitive appraisals of situations, cultural labels, and free or inhibited affective displays” 
(p. 1138). Like Hochschild, I reject the solely biological view of emotion that ignores the cultural and 
social context in which emotions are created and situated and instead adopt a social constructionist 
approach (Pease, 2012). Put simply, I view emotions as physiological, but also culturally and context 
dependent (Barbalet, 2006; Galasiński, 2004). In this study, I use the terms emotion, feeling and affect 
interchangeably (Turner & Stets, 2005). 
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3.3 Defining ‘gender’ 
Despite being a concept that is often used both in research and everyday life, the term ‘gender’ 
remains commonly misunderstood, even today (Valcore & Pfeffer, 2018). From a research 
perspective, this misunderstanding may be due, in part, to the trend in some criminological theory 
and research to ignore the efforts of researchers from other disciplines to advance our understanding 
of gender by continuing to conflate gender with biological sex (Dolliver & Rocker, 2018; Valcore & 
Pfeffer, 2018). Many criminological studies that explore the gender gap in criminal justice attitudes 
adopt binarism, or the view that gender is a fixed biological characteristic that is represented by the 
categories of ‘male’ and ‘female’ (e.g., Applegate et al., 2002; Hurwitz & Smithey, 1998; Whitehead 
& Blankenship, 2000); categories that are often understood as operating in opposition to one another 
(Dolliver & Rocker, 2018). Other more recent criminological research has also conceptualised gender 
in this way (e.g., Fanghanel, 2014; Walklate, McCulloch, Fitz-Gibbon, & Maher, 2019).  
This approach to gender is so widespread in criminological and criminal justice research that 
a recent examination of studies published between 2010 and 2015 in seven leading criminological 
journals, including the Journal of Quantitative Criminology and Criminology, showed that gender 
and sex are still often used interchangeably, despite representing very different concepts (Valcore & 
Pfeffer, 2018). Valcore and Pfeffer (2018) reported that while almost 95 per cent of published studies 
in ‘elite’ criminological journals included some measure of sex and/or gender, roughly 65 per cent of 
these had incorrectly operationalised gender as being represented by a person’s sex. Importantly, 
almost 90 per cent of the articles included in that study used quantitative research methods, indicating 
that the treatment of gender is particularly problematic in quantitative research (Valcore & Pfeffer, 
2018). These findings confirm those of an earlier study, where 37 per cent of the studies published in 
Criminology and Justice Quarterly over the two-year period from 2003 to 2004 used measures of 
biological sex to represent gender (Cohen & Harvey, 2007). There, Cohen and Harvey (2007) were 
critical of this conceptualisation of gender, saying “due to our overreliance on positivist values and 
the predominantly quantitative methodologies they implore, criminologists have paid little or no 
attention to the nonbiological aspects of gender” (p. 224).  
A more nuanced view of gender is proffered by social constructionists, who are careful to 
distinguish ‘sex’ as a biological category from ‘gender’ as a performance that is socially created and 
determined through interaction (Cops & Pleysier, 2011; Valcore & Pfeffer, 2018). In their seminal 
work, West and Zimmerman (1987), and others more recently (Connell, 1995; Messerschmidt, 2013), 
have argued against a biological and binary characterisation of gender and instead conceptualised 
gender as a type of situated social action, that is, something that is ‘done’ or ‘accomplished’ by 
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individuals throughout their lives through everyday social interactions. From this ‘doing gender’ 
perspective, gender is a social construct, whereby men and women behave in gendered ways because 
of prevailing societal conceptions about femininity and masculinity (Miller & Mullins, 2006); 
conceptions that vary across time, context and ethnic group, but where the “opportunity to behave as 
manly men or womanly women is ubiquitous” (Deutsch, 2007, p. 107).  
People tend to conform to normative views of masculinity and femininity because they are 
aware they will be held to account for how well they meet expected gender standards (Hollander, 
2013; West & Zimmerman, 1987). However, a person’s gendered behaviour is unlikely to remain 
consistent, since “the actual accomplishment of masculinities and femininities varies across situation 
and over time because gender is continuously renegotiated through social interaction” (Martin & 
Jurik, 2006, p. 32). As Rader (2005, p. 27) explains, every situation provides a “constant yet different 
opportunity for doing gender”. As a result, adopting the view of gender as something that men and 
women ‘do’ also involves recognising the existence of “multiple masculinities and femininities across 
both situational contexts and social structural positions” (Miller & Carbone-Lopez, 2015, p. 695). 
Further, as Deutsch (2007) argues, it is important to recognise that just as gender can be ‘done’, it can 
also be ‘undone’ through a person’s resistance to gendered norms relating to masculinity and 
femininity, as well as social interactions that reduce gender difference. 
In light of calls for criminological researchers to continue to move beyond normative views 
of gender and advance how this concept is measured so that it better aligns with more modern 
conceptualisations of gender as a non-binary and multifaceted construct (Miller & Carbone-Lopez, 
2015; Valcore & Pfeffer, 2018), this study adopts a social constructionist view of gender as a type of 
performance that embodies masculine or feminine ideals, but that may vary across situational contexts 
and structural positions (West & Zimmerman, 1987). This understanding of gender as socially 
constructed (and deconstructed) by individuals in their everyday lives allows me to explore the 
diversity of ways in which men and women respond to gendered feeling rules in a specific context 
(Jaramillo-Sierra et al., 2017). 
Despite this overarching definition, in the first phase of my research, which uses a large-scale 
survey methodology requiring a quantitative analysis to test the relationship between gender and 
support for parole, a binary definition of gender was necessitated by the data. This was because the 
gender of respondents had been identified and coded by the interviewer using the categories of ‘male’ 
and ‘female’ based on the respondent’s voice. This is a commonly used approach to coding gender 
in computer assisted telephone interview (CATI) surveys (Hillygus, 2016), with research suggesting 
that sex represents a satisfactory proxy for gender for many research respondents (Bittner & 
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Goodyear-Grant, 2017). Although this conceptualisation of gender was sufficient for me to identify 
binary differences in public views on parole using the normative view of gender that still exists in 
many aspects of social life today, it was important that I move beyond a primarily normative 
orientation for the second part of analysis. Thus, in the data collection for the second part of my 
research, where I used qualitative research methods, a focus is given to gender identity, with interview 
participants asked to specify whether they identify as ‘male’, ‘female’, or ‘other’. However, as I 
discuss further in Chapter 6, because only one potential interviewee identified their gender as ‘other’, 
it was not possible to thoroughly explore how individuals who identify as a gender other than male 
or female view parole in this study.  
References I make in this chapter to men and women, unless stated otherwise, are intended to 
refer to white, heterosexual and cisgender5 men and women living in Western countries6. The existing 
body of literature on gender and emotions is often premised on presumptions of heterosexuality and 
whiteness (albeit these presumptions often go unacknowledged) and it is important to remind the 
reader of this (Pease, 2012). Furthermore, men and women are often treated as homogenous 
categories, with little recognition given to the likely areas of diversity and difference within groups 
of men and women (Pease, 2012). Of course, the men and women in this study (and indeed, the men 
and women in a multicultural and diverse society like Australia) are not homogenous groups either, 
and may be differentiated by their age, class and ethnicity, to name a few (Pease, 2012). My approach 
to gender, and the implications of it for my research, are discussed further in my qualitative findings 
chapter (see Chapter 6), as well as in the final chapter of this thesis, where I bring together the findings 
of the two phases of my study (see Chapter 7). I now turn to the conceptual framework that guides 
this study.   
3.4 Hochschild’s Theory of Emotion Management 
In her interactive theory of emotion management, Hochschild developed a theoretical model to frame 
the social nature of emotion (Theodosius, 2006) and explain how individuals perform or conceal their 
emotions in certain social situations and around certain people (Addison, 2017). Using the example 
of female flight attendants working for Delta Airlines in the 1970s, Hochschild (1983) explored how 
women employed in service roles managed their feelings and controlled their emotional displays to 
ensure they always presented as friendly and welcoming regardless of how they really felt. She 
                                                     
5 This term refers to individuals whose gender identity aligns with the sex they were assigned at birth (Valcore & 
Pfeffer, 2018). 
6 This approach reflects a global North positioning that excludes the global South (Connell, 2007). This approach was 
adopted since much of the theoretical work in this area has focused on the global North. For example, many theorists 
who write about the ethics of care are located in the global North and “draw on patterns and issues that have valency in 
the North” (Raghuram, 2016, p. 521).  
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referred to these acts of emotion management as emotional ‘labour’, since they were typically 
required as part of one’s performance of paid everyday work (Hochschild, 1983; Roach Anleu & 
Mack, 2005). A second type of emotion management, referred to by Hochschild (1989) as emotion 
‘work’, refers to the ways in which people manage their emotions in the private realm, through their 
day-to-day lives and interactions with family, friends and others (Addison, 2017). In this thesis, the 
term ‘emotion management’ is used to highlight the processes that are common to both emotional 
labour and emotion work (Hochschild, 1990; see also Erickson & Ritter, 2001). 
Hochschild (1979) theorised that cultural beliefs about emotion influence individuals to 
experience and express emotion in ways that conform to rules that stipulate the appropriate emotions 
for different social contexts. If a person’s emotions or expressions of emotion depart from these rules, 
the person will typically engage in emotion management to produce a more appropriate emotional 
response (Hochschild, 1979), doing so to ensure they conform with the feeling and expression rules 
that comprise their ‘emotion culture’ (Peterson, 2006), a term that I will return to later in this chapter. 
Hochschild’s (1979) theory draws heavily on the concepts of feeling and display rules. Feeling rules 
(or emotion norms as they are sometimes referred) are the cultural norms that specify the suitable 
type, intensity, duration and target of a person’s inner feelings, while display rules (or expression 
norms) specify the emotions that a person should (or should not) express or display in any given 
situation (Simon & Nath, 2006). Thus, while feeling rules relate to a person’s internal experience of 
emotion, display rules refer to the expectations governing a person’s outward or public expression of 
emotion (Thoits, 1990).  
 The concept of emotion management is key to Hochschild’s (1979; 1983) theory. She suggests 
that when a person attempts to manage their emotions, whether as emotion work or emotional labour, 
they will engage in either ‘surface’ or ‘deep’ acting (Hochschild, 1979; 1983). While both types of 
emotion management involve a degree of deception between what a person feels and what they 
believe they should feel, in surface acting a person offers a performance that displays the emotions 
they view as conforming with the feeling or expression rules governing that situation (Addison, 2017; 
Theodosius, 2006). In this type of acting, the person will display certain emotions, regardless of 
whether they really feel that way, by simply suppressing or diminishing one emotion and displaying 
another in its place (Addison, 2017; Theodosius, 2006).  For example, in the context of attending a 
funeral, a person may manage their emotions to suppress feelings of ambivalence to instead display 
the socially expected feelings of sadness or grief.  
On the other hand, in deep acting, a person will actively work on their emotions to convince 
themselves and others that the emotions they display are authentically felt (Addison, 2017; Holmes, 
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2010). As Hochschild (1983) explained, deep acting involves deciding “what it is that we want to feel 
and on what we must do to induce the feeling” (p. 194). To evoke a certain feeling, a person might 
recall memories from a previous situation where they genuinely felt sadness or grief, for instance, 
and invoke or attach those feelings to their present circumstances (Hochschild, 1983). Thus, rather 
than needing to suppress or induce certain emotions, this type of emotion management results in a 
more genuine experience of sadness or grief rather than the mere performance of those emotions 
(Theodosius, 2006). Hochschild, therefore, identified two key aspects of emotion management – the 
suppression and evocation of emotions (McQueen, 2017). In her recent work on male emotionality, 
McQueen (2017) put forth a third type of emotion management, that of admission. She argues that in 
intimate relationships, men have a desire to be more emotionally expressive. Because of this, a new 
form of emotion management emerges, where an individual may “acknowledge feelings that are 
present but may not fit with traditional feeling rules” (McQueen, 2017, p. 209). 
To successfully manage their emotion, a person must understand the normative expectations 
society holds for emotion in various situations or contexts. In this regard, emotion management theory 
suggests that individuals are taught from an early age both how to appropriately experience and 
express emotion (Sorial, 2019) and effectively manage their emotions to meet societal expectations 
(Peterson, 2006). This learning occurs through an ongoing process of socialisation that will reflect 
the dominant values of the culture that an individual is born into (Peterson, 2006; Theodosius, 2006), 
as well as a person’s assigned place in the social order (Landman, 1996). Many cultures, for example, 
have assumptions about what constitutes appropriate experiences and displays of emotion for men 
and women (Landman, 1996). As a result, from a young age, boys and girls are often socialised 
differently with respect to the emotions they should experience and express and the emotions they 
should avoid (Lively, 2019). Through this socialisation, boys may become constricted in their 
emotional range, while girls are often allowed greater access to emotion, albeit not for emotions like 
anger (Landman, 1996). Thus, feeling rules are “deeply gendered” (Sorial, 2019, p. 137) because they 
“express beliefs about emotion that are treated as more typical, natural, or appropriate for one sex or 
the other” (Shields, 2002, p. 11).  
Just as the rules for governing emotional experiences and expressions are gendered, so too are 
the strategies people use for managing their emotion (Hochschild, 1990; Thoits, 1990). In 
Hochschild’s (1983) view, emotion work is not as important for men as it is for women, since, she 
argued, women have historically been (and in many ways, remain today) structurally disadvantaged, 
with less independent access to money, power, authority and status. She further argues that a person’s 
acts of emotion management are not random, but rather are guided by gender strategies to maintain 
the image of their ‘real’ self (Hochschild, 1990). Shields (2002; 2005) agrees with this latter 
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argument, pointing out that by doing emotion the ‘right’ way, an individual can lay claim to the 
authenticity and legitimacy of their self-identity. Beliefs about emotion are deeply implicated in the 
creation and maintenance of self-identity for both men and women (Shields, 2002), and both genders 
may manage their emotions to adhere to the person they wish to be or wish to be viewed as by others 
(Mauss, Bunge, & Gross, 2008).  
Thoits (1990), on the other hand, argues that men and women use different methods of 
emotion management because they are socialised differently to deal with ‘emotional deviance’, that 
is, feelings that do not conform to cultural feeling rules. Her research showed that women were more 
likely than men to refer to feeling rules and emotional deviance when reflecting on occasions when 
they had experienced ‘negative’ emotions, and to view these emotions as inappropriate (Thoits, 
1990). This suggests women, more so than men, may be cognisant of how they ‘should’ feel in a 
given situation and how they ‘should’ respond to emotionally deviant feelings. 
Importantly, cultural and gendered expectations for emotion are not fixed and will adapt along 
with broader societal changes, with Hochschild (1979) explaining that “as some ideologies gain 
acceptance and others dwindle, contending sets of feeling rules rise and fall” (p. 567). Thus, in line 
with broader societal shifts, how individuals experience and deal with emotions (de Boise, 2015) and 
the gender standards that a person holds themselves to and is held to by others (Shields, 2002), will 
also change. These cultural changes, though, are often “messy”, as “new ideas, values, and cultural 
models coexist with, incorporate, and rework pre-existing cultural material” (Illouz, 2008, p. 21). 
Despite some forty years having passed since Hochschild first theorised emotion and emotion 
management, many researchers maintain that gendered expectations about emotion remain deeply 
embedded in cultural feeling and expression rules, with differing emotional displays still expected of 
men and women (Brescoll, 2016; de Bois, 2015; Jaramillo-Sierra et al., 2017; Lively, 2019; Shields, 
2002). According to de Bois (2015), the assumption that men are naturally less emotional than women 
is still a pervasive societal view, although others argue that men experience emotions in the same way 
as women but exercise a greater degree of control over their emotional expressions (Walton, Coyle, 
& Lyons, 2004). As Walton et al. (2004, p. 413) explain, “to experience emotions is human; to control 
their expression is masculine”. According to Lively (2019), men today are still expected to display 
“affective neutrality” (p. 73), while others argue that the ideal masculine display of emotion is one of 
‘passionate restraint’, whereby men display subtle expressions of emotion but demonstrate their 
ability to control these emotions (Shields, 2002). This ability is an integral part of a successful 
performance of masculinity (McQueen, 2017), albeit white, heterosexual masculinity (Shields, 2005). 
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Further, despite societal ideas about gender roles undergoing a “radical transformation” in the 
final decades of the twentieth century (Tonkens, 2012, p. 197) and subsequent elevations to women’s 
social standing and status, researchers also argue that women “continue to be held to a different set 
of norms than men when it comes to emotional experience, emotional expression, and emotion 
management, across a variety of settings” (Lively, 2019, p. 73). In Lively’s (2019) view, women are 
still expected to be caring and nurturing and to manage ‘inappropriate’ emotions like anger or 
frustration. Jaramillo-Sierra et al. (2017) agree, noting that gendered feeling rules privilege men’s 
experience and expression of anger, but that such privilege still does not exist for women. Women 
also continue to face contradictory cultural beliefs about emotion – whereby being labelled ‘too 
emotional’ as a woman can be viewed negatively, but at the same time, emotion can be valuable if it 
demonstrates traditionally feminine characteristics of warmth and nurturance (Shields, 2013). 
Brescoll (2016) recently observed this emotional double-bind at play in her study of women in 
leadership roles: 
…female leaders can be penalized for even minor or moderate displays of emotion, especially 
when the emotion conveys dominance (e.g., anger or pride), but being emotionally 
unexpressive may also result in penalties because unemotional women are seen as failing to 
fulfill their warm, communal role as women. (p. 415) 
The view of women as emotional and men as inexpressive or unemotional (at least in terms 
of emotions other than anger) has, however, increasingly come under criticism by emotions scholars. 
McQueen (2017) and others (Galasiński, 2004) argue, for example, that assumptions about emotional 
women and unemotional men is far too simplistic an account of gendered emotion. Further, Shields 
(2013) points to a lack of empirical data to support the idea that men, compared to women, “suffer 
from extreme emotional reserve” (p. 428). Indeed, the growing body of scholarship on emotion and 
masculinity provides good reason to question the idea that men are less emotional than women, or at 
the very least, less willing to display their emotions (de Boise, 2015; de Boise & Hearn, 2017; 
Galasiński, 2004; Holmes, 2015; Pease, 2012; Underwood & Olson, 2018). This research reveals, for 
example, that emotional displays of affection and vulnerability can be common amongst men, even 
in unexpected and hyper-masculine spaces, like bodybuilding communities (Underwood & Olson, 
2018). 
Beyond flight attendants, individuals can also experience emotional labour in other 
professions, including in the legal realm. Indeed, Hochschild (1983) identifies the work of lawyers 
and judges (along with fourteen other professions) as involving substantial emotion management. In 
the criminal justice context, researchers have explored the experiences of emotional labour of police 
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officers (Martin, 1999), magistrates (Roach Anleu & Mack, 2015) and correctional staff (Tewksbury 
& Higgins, 2006). Studies have yet to apply Hochschild’s ideas to the context of parole decision 
making, despite the salience of emotions to parole processes and recent claims by parole board 
members themselves that they “work hard to ensure [they are] impervious to…emotions” (Hill, 2018, 
para. 16). As a result, we do not know whether, in the context of discussing parole and making a 
parole decision, men’s and women’s affective experiences and behaviour are consistent with 
gendered feeling rules or how men and women might manage their emotions to conform to traditional 
notions of masculinity and femininity.  
3.5 An intersectional or relational view of gender? 
While much of Hochschild’s work focused on the differing emotion expectations for women, she also 
touched on how other aspects of a person’s social identity may affect the feeling rules that apply, 
including structural differences in social class and ethnicity (Hochschild, 1979). She suggested, for 
example, that feeling rules are more salient for individuals in middle class than working class 
occupations, since middle class jobs are more likely to involve tasks of creating and sustaining 
appropriate meanings (Hochschild, 1979). Consequently, she argued that researchers ought to 
examine how “different sexes, classes, and ethnic and religious groups differ in the sense of what one 
‘ought to’ or ‘has the right to’ feel in a situation” (Hochschild, 1979, p. 572-3). However, while 
Hochschild recognised that differing aspects of a person’s social position might influence the feeling 
rules applicable to that person, she did not go so far as to say that expectations about emotion may 
involve the intersection between gender and other aspects of a person’s social identity, like race, 
social class, sexuality, education and religious beliefs (Lively, 2019).  
Intersectionality is a concept first introduced by Kimberlé Crenshaw (1989) that recognises 
that when examining social inequality, people’s lives are best understood as “being shaped not by a 
single axis of social division, be it race or gender or class, but by many axes that work together and 
influence each other” (Collins & Bilge, 2016, p. 11). Thus, this theory encourages researchers to 
investigate the numerous and simultaneous intersecting inequalities that a person may face including, 
but not limited to, gender (Springer, Hankivsky, & Bates, 2012). Contemporary feminist researchers 
have argued for some time for an increased recognition of women’s experiences of gender and how 
those experiences will vary according to other aspects of their social identity (Miller & Carbone-
Lopez 2015; Miller & Mullins, 2006). Emotions scholars have also increasingly problematised their 
understanding of gender by considering the intersection between a multiplicity of genders and other 
demographic characteristics, including race, sexuality, social class and religious beliefs (Lively, 
2019).  
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However, because intersectionality is founded on a presumption of heterogeneity within 
groups of men and women (Hammarström et al., 2014), other researchers prefer a relational rather 
than an intersectional view of gender (Connell, 2012; Hammarström et al., 2014; Springer et al., 
2012). Relational constructions of gender give “a central place to the patterned relations between 
women and men (and among women and men) that constitute gender as a social structure” and see 
gender as multifaceted, “embracing at the same time economic relations, power relations, affective 
relations and symbolic relations” (Connell, 2012, p. 1677). By doing so, a relational theory of gender 
recognises the importance of context in the construction of gender (Hammarström et al., 2014). 
Because of my specific research interest in gender, I moved away from an intersectional 
approach that focused on various aspects of a person’s social identity to instead focus primarily on 
gender and the importance of it on how men and women use emotion to enact their gendered identity 
in the context of discussing parole. In doing so, I treat gender as the ‘master’ category for analysis 
(McCall, 2005; Warner, 2008) and recognise that as the most pervasive part of a person’s identity, it 
should be the primary focus of analysis (Hammarström et al., 2014). However, where the data 
allowed, I have incorporated a relational appreciation of gender into my qualitative analysis by 
highlighting the relational dynamics of age, occupation and parental status, together with gender, to 
provide a more meaningful and comprehensive way of understanding gender differences in public 
attitudes toward parole.  
3.6 Conceptualisation of ‘culture’ 
I return now to the concept of ‘culture’, which is fundamental both to our understanding of what 
constitutes emotion (Peterson, 2006) and to Hochschild’s (1979) concepts of feeling and expression 
rules, which are said to reflect a specific emotion culture. Hwang and Matsumoto (2016) define 
‘culture’ as a “unique meaning and information system, shared by a group and transmitted across 
generations” (p. 148). In their view, a culture’s main function is to maintain social order, and so a 
culture will create rules, values and norms relating to the regulation of emotion (Hwang & 
Matsumoto, 2016). While Hochschild’s work illustrates parts of the American emotion culture, 
emotion cultures will vary depending upon the material resources and power balances between groups 
in a society (Burkitt, 2014). As Burkitt (2014) explains, “in changing social and cultural relations 
humans work on their received habits and practices to change them into new forms of relating to 
others, and with this new forms of feeling and emotion emerge” (p. 50). Thus, feeling and display 
rules will vary across cultures and contexts (Hwang & Matsumoto, 2016), as well as over time 
(Peterson, 2006).  
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This study focuses on the emotion culture of contemporary Australian society. I recognise, 
however, that cultures are many and varied, even within Australia, and thus I do not intend to make 
broad claims about all segments of Australian society. Further, in discussing cultural feeling and 
expression rules, I draw on the available, and mostly American literature on this topic to explore how 
Australian men and women ‘should’ or ‘should not’ feel in a criminal justice context. While I 
acknowledge that it can be problematic to presume that individuals across different cultures will 
recognise and respond to emotions in the same way (de Bois, 2015), I argue there are enough 
similarities in emotion norms between these two countries to justify this approach. This argument is 
supported by strong empirical evidence showing that, despite being heterogenous and multicultural 
countries, Australia and the United States are highly homogenous with respect to emotion norms, 
particularly those relating to ‘positive’ emotions, including pride, joy and contentment (Eid & Diener, 
2001). Research has also demonstrated that Australia and the United States are very similar in terms 
of emotion norms endorsing greater overall expressivity (Matsumoto et al., 2008). Hereafter, all 
references in this study to ‘culture’, unless otherwise stated, refer to contemporary Western culture. 
A reference to Australia will be made where I am making specific claims about the possibly uniquely 
Australian gendered landscape with respect to emotions. 
3.7 Integrating emotion management theory with research on public views on crime and 
crime control 
To incorporate Hochschild’s arguments about emotion management into this exploration of gender 
differences in public punitiveness, it is necessary to consider the public’s views on issues of crime 
and punishment and secondly, to understand what the gendered feeling rules are for various emotions 
in a criminal justice context. In the previous chapter, the growing body of research examining the 
affective dimensions of public support for criminal justice policies was reviewed. There, it was 
identified that studies have tended to focus on the relationship between public punitiveness and three 
distinct emotions: fear, anger and empathy. These studies have generally found a positive relationship 
between punitive public views and fear of crime (Baker et al., 2015; Butter et al., 2013; Dowler, 
2003) and anger (Hartnagel & Templeton, 2012; Johnson, 2009), and a negative relationship with 
empathy (Courtright et al., 2005; Unnever & Cullen, 2009). Since these three emotions appear most 
salient to public punitiveness, it is these emotions that will form the focus of this study.  
It is then necessary to consider what the feeling rules may be in relation to these emotions in 
a criminal justice context, and how these rules might differ for men and women. As noted earlier, 
Hochschild (1979) acknowledges that the effects of social change can lead to “contradictions between 
contending sets of feeling rules” (p. 568). Consequently, a move from a ‘traditional’ social context to 
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a criminal justice context may evoke a different set of feeling rules for fear, anger and empathy, and 
lead to uncertainty about how one ‘should’ feel with respect to these emotions (McQueen, 2017). 
Further, different social contexts may compel individuals to show emotions that are “not necessarily 
congruent with the display rules associated with their gender” (Brescoll, 2016, p. 420; Fischer et al., 
2013). It is possible, therefore, that the emotions displayed by men and women in a criminal justice 
context may conflict with those permitted in other contexts. The following discussion incorporates 
criminological and other relevant literature to discuss the feeling rules that may apply to men’s and 
women’s emotional experiences and displays in the context of discussing parole.  
3.7.1 Fear of crime: A uniquely feminine experience?   
In the existing empirical research on public views of crime and crime control, fear is typically 
conceptualised as a fear of crime, specifically, which refers to the negative emotional response that a 
person experiences as a result of a threat, or potential threat, of harm or victimisation (Hale, 1996; 
Henson & Reyns, 2015). As a type of ‘powerless’ emotion, namely an emotion where one feels 
helpless to do anything in response to a negative situation, fear is widely considered a feminine 
emotion (Fischer, 1995; Sutton, Robinson, & Farrall, 2011). Conversely, men are expected to adopt 
a “fearless façade” (Goodey, 1997, p. 402) and downplay any fears they might experience because 
fear is incompatible with traditional societal expectations for masculinity (Sutton & Farrall, 2004; 
Sutton et al., 2011). Specifically, the characteristics of hegemonic masculinity, that is, the idealised 
version of masculinity (Connell, 1995), discourage or inhibit men from expressing or displaying their 
fear or vulnerability (Sutton et al., 2011).  
A large body of criminological literature shows gender is the strongest predictor of fear of 
crime, with women consistently reporting being more fearful than men across a range of offence types 
(for a review of this literature, see Hale, 1996), despite evidence that women’s risk of victimisation 
is lower than men’s (LaGrange & Ferraro, 1989; Stanko, 1995). Finding that women were more afraid 
of crime than men, and far more afraid of violent crime, LaGrange and Ferraro (1989, p. 707) 
observed that “women bear more of the emotional burden of the crime problem than men”. Some 
researchers speculate that women will be more punitive toward offenders than men because of their 
heightened fears of crime, and consequently may be more likely to oppose early release mechanisms 
(Haghighi & Lopez, 1998; LaGrange & Ferraro, 1989). There is some empirical support for this 
argument, with research confirming that fear makes women, more so than men, favour punishment 
approaches that require the further incapacitation of offenders (Whitehead & Blankenship, 2000).  
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Other researchers, though, question the relationship between gender and fear of crime, 
pointing out that the argument that women are more punitive than men because they are more fearful 
of crime fails to explain empirical evidence that shows that men, despite being less afraid of crime, 
are often more supportive of punitive policies and the harsher treatment of offenders (Hurwitz & 
Smithey, 1998). In Hurwitz and Smithey’s (1998) study, although women were indeed found to be 
more fearful of crime, no causal relationship between fear of crime and women’s policy attitudes was 
found, with fears about crime predicting crime attitudes only for male respondents. To explain the 
finding that fears about crime were inconsequential to women’s crime policy attitudes, Hurwitz and 
Smithey (1998) speculated that “women's stronger support for crime prevention efforts…seems to 
have less to do with their collective sense of vulnerability than with their commitment to protecting 
the vulnerable and preventing harm” (p. 104). 
 Qualitative research shows that men and women often, but not always, conform to gendered 
expectations about fear. In their analysis of interviews about fear of violence and experiences of fear 
with a cohort of young Swedish adults, Sandberg and Tollefsen (2010) found that women, regardless 
of their ethnic or class background, spoke about fear in the expected fashion, presenting themselves 
as “fearful and in need of protection” (p. 9). The authors observed that women could easily recall an 
instance where they had felt fearful and knew how to talk about fear, indicating “they had already 
talked about it, [and had] an obvious ‘impulse to tell’” (Sandberg & Tollefsen, 2010, p. 7). Men, on 
the other hand, were hesitant to discuss their fear of crime, preferring instead to discuss women’s 
fear. These observations led the authors to conclude that “men and women reproduce ways of 
speaking…that are considered appropriate to their gender, thus performing masculinity and 
femininity through their talk” (Sandberg & Tollefsen, 2010, p. 8).  
Not all men, though, are unwilling to talk about or acknowledge their fear. A study drawing 
on qualitative interviews with a sample of Irish men and women challenged the idea that men are 
reticent to discuss their fears about crime, instead encountering both fearful men and fearless women 
(Gilchrist, Bannister, Ditton, & Farrall, 1998). In that study, striking similarities were observed 
between men’s and women’s fears, the steps they took to avoid crime, and the impact of crime in 
their lives (Gilchrist et al., 1998). Studies also indicate that men may be more willing to express fear 
when that fear is not for themselves but rather, a fear on behalf of others (Snedker, 2006; Warr & 
Ellison, 2000). While personal fear is not typically considered a masculine trait, altruistic fear is more 
‘appropriate’ for men if they are, for example, fulfilling the role of the household protector (Snedker, 
2006). Research by Snedker (2006) confirmed that while men did not typically express fear for 
themselves, they did express feelings of altruistic fear, most commonly for their spouses. Women, on 
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the other hand, embodied a maternal caretaker role by expressing both personal fear and altruistic 
fear for their children, elderly parents and siblings (Snedker, 2006).  
Studies on gender and fear must, however, consider evidence showing that men may 
downplay their fear of crime to conform to social pressures about masculinity (Sutton & Farrall, 2004; 
Sutton et al., 2011). Using a so-called ‘lie scale’, Sutton and Farrall (2004) demonstrated that men 
who were most concerned with providing deceptive responses to present themselves in a socially 
desirable manner reported the lowest levels of fear of crime. However, once the tendency to provide 
socially desirable responses was controlled for, men were more fearful than women. On the other 
hand, women’s lie scores were not related to their reported levels of fear, leading Sutton and Farrall 
(2004) to suggest that men and women may be “affected differently by social pressure to downplay 
fears about crime” (p. 212). These findings were confirmed and extended by a subsequent study by 
Sutton et al. (2011), who found that male respondents who were instructed to portray themselves ‘in 
the best possible light’ reported less fear than men who were asked to be ‘totally honest and accurate’. 
In contrast, to portray themselves in the best possible light, women tended to report more fear than 
women who answered honestly and accurately. Thus, this study suggested that women, too, may be 
influenced by normative gender expectations in relation to fear. Furthermore, highlighting the 
constructed nature of emotions, Sutton et al. (2011) noted that what participants tell researchers about 
their fear of crime “may be quite different from what they tell other people in other contexts, and their 
expressions of fear may differ markedly from aspects of their private experience of fear” (p. 421-
422). Researchers must, therefore, be mindful of the possibility that research participants may respond 
to questions about fear of crime, and indeed other emotions, in inauthentic but socially desirable 
ways.  
 In the context of discussing issues of crime and punishment, it is expected that Australian men 
and women will mostly conform to cultural feeling rules for fear. Women are expected to express 
frequent and intense feelings of fear and may refer to the recent cases involving the murder and/or 
sexual assault of women in Australia by parolees to explain or justify these feelings. Further, women 
who are mothers of young children are expected to express the highest levels of fear, with research 
showing that parenthood intensifies feelings of fear for women more so than for men (Simon & Nath, 
2004). On the other hand, it is expected that men will mostly downplay their personal fears of crime, 
instead expressing fear predominantly for their spouse and/or children (Snedker, 2006). Fearful 
individuals are expected to hold more punitive attitudes toward offenders, including to oppose the 
shortening of their sentences or release on parole (Dowler, 2003).  
 54 
3.7.2 Anger: A masculine (but also feminine?) emotion 
Feelings of anger are said to arise when a person perceives that an injustice has occurred or there has 
been a violation of their rights or those of another person (Shields, 2002; Sorial, 2016). This type of 
anger, referred to as moral anger, is to be distinguished from more general feelings of anger which 
may be due to a person’s disposition (Sorial, 2016). Unlike fear, anger is considered a powerful 
emotion, in that it conveys dominance and produces a tendency for individuals to perceive negative 
events as “predictable, under human control, and brought about by others” (Fessler, Pillsworth, & 
Flamson, 2004, p. 108; see also Brescoll, 2016). Thus, feelings of anger can elicit a strong desire for 
punishment or retaliation (Hartnagel & Templeton, 2012; Sorial, 2016; Weiner et al., 1997) from both 
the victim and members of the public (Johnson, 2009). As Hartnagel and Templeton (2012) explain, 
“anger’s positive effect on punitiveness may reflect an emotional reaction that is connected to a desire 
for retribution for crime where severe punishment is believed to be deserved by the person 
responsible” (p. 467).  
 While powerless emotions like fear and sadness are typically associated with femininity, 
powerful emotions like anger are usually linked to masculinity (Fischer, 1995). Thus, although 
women are often regarded as the more emotional ‘sex’, the one exception to this stereotype relates to 
anger (Feldman Barrett, 2017; Frost & Averill, 1982). Although men and women are likely to 
experience anger in much the same way, cultural display rules allow men to express anger in violent 
or aggressive ways, while at the same time, requiring women to conceal their anger (Sorial, 2019). 
As Holmes (2004) explains, “shifting sets of conventions have had some continuity in discouraging 
women in Western nations (particularly white and middle-class women) from showing anger” (p. 
209). Feeling rules for anger are enforced through various means, including punishing women who 
express or display this emotion (Brescoll, 2016; Feldman Barrett, 2017) by, for example, labelling 
them as unladylike, unmaternal or sexually unattractive (Shields, 2002).  
Few criminological studies have explored whether men’s and women’s experiences of anger 
differently affect their punishment attitudes. One study in this area found that while there were no 
significant gender differences in respondents’ anger levels, there was a positive relationship between 
‘state’ anger (being a momentary emotional reaction) and male, but not female, respondents’ 
preference for punitive actions (Gault & Sabini, 2000). This finding led the researchers to suggest 
that even though men and women reported similar levels of anger, they appeared to respond to these 
emotions differently, manifesting in diverging punishment attitudes (Gault & Sabini, 2000).  
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 In the broader literature, while some early studies indicated that women were indeed less 
likely to express feelings of anger outwardly (Frost & Averill, 1982; Kopper & Epperson, 1991), 
more recent studies have found the opposite to be true (Ross & Van Willigen, 1996; Simon & Nath, 
2004) or have reported no significant gender differences in men’s and women’s references to anger 
(Aldrich & Tenenbaum, 2006; Lively & Powell, 2006). In one of the more comprehensive studies of 
gender and emotion, Simon and Nath (2004) used a nationally representative sample of American 
adults to examine whether men and women differed in their self-reported feelings and expressive 
behaviours. Their research made several important findings. Firstly, their analysis revealed that 
although there were differences in the frequency with which men and women reported positive and 
negative emotions, women did not generally report emotions more frequently than men. Further, men 
and women reported similar levels of anger, however contrary to Hochschild’s theory, it was women 
who were more likely to express these feelings and to view their anger as appropriate (Simon & Nath, 
2004). Women also reported their anger as being more intense and of a longer duration. Finally, men 
and women used different strategies to manage their anger, with women more likely to talk about 
their anger with others, while men were more likely to resort to drinking or taking a pill.  
Simon and Nath’s (2004) findings are consistent with those from an earlier study that also 
reported that women had higher levels of anger than men and were more likely to express those 
feelings (Ross & Van Willigen, 1996). In that study, women’s anger was found to be related to the 
strains they were exposed to from motherhood and the inequitable distribution of parental 
responsibility. Further, women’s anger was shown to increase with each additional child in the 
household, with mothers reporting levels of anger that were double those of fathers (Ross & Van 
Willigen, 1996). More recently, in interviews with 24 young women, Jaramillo-Sierra et al. (2017) 
found that while most women (n=19) followed gendered feeling rules for anger in the context of 
talking about romantic relationships, five women resisted these rules, accepting their anger and 
expressing it outwardly.  
Literature suggests that men will mostly conform to normative gendered rules for anger, 
feeling free to display this emotion. Although gendered feeling rules have historically meant that 
women who express or display anger may be punished or labelled as unmaternal or unladylike 
(Brescoll, 2016; Feldman Barrett, 2017; Sorial, 2019), a growing body of literature suggests that 
women are becoming increasingly expressive of their anger (Hellum & Oláh, 2018; Jaramillo-Sierra 
et al., 2017; Simon & Nath, 2004). Indeed, some scholars, like Ahmed and Bonis (2012), encourage 
more open expressions of feminine anger. If this willingness to express anger extends to a criminal 
justice context, some women in this study may resist gendered feeling rules to express anger when 
discussing issues of crime and punishment. If women do resist normative expectations for anger in a 
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criminal justice context, it is anticipated that these women will be mothers. As noted earlier, research 
indicates that mothers, more so than fathers and individuals without children, may experience and 
display quite intense anger (Ross & Van Willigen, 1996; CF Simon & Nath, 2004). Further, 
criminological scholars have suggested that because women are often the primary caregiver for 
children, they might react more punitively than men when confronted with criminal offences, 
particularly when those offences involve children or others who are reliant on the caretaking of 
women (Hurwitz & Smith, 1998). It may be the case, then, that mothers may express strong feelings 
of anger when discussing issues of crime and punishment. It is expected, though, that many, if not 
most, women will continue to conform to normative expectations for anger since there are not yet 
any clearly defined boundaries for feminine anger, leaving this a murky area for women to navigate.  
3.7.3 Empathy: Compassionate women and caring fathers  
Defining empathy is not a straightforward task, due to the different ways this construct is 
conceptualised by researchers (Davis, 2004). Discussions around empathy typically begin with the 
differentiation between cognitive empathy (being a person’s ability or capacity to understand what 
another person is feeling or experiencing) and affective empathy (which denotes a person’s emotional 
response to another’s feelings or circumstances) (Maibom, 2017). Although some academics do not 
agree that empathy constitutes an emotion in its own right (see, for example, Prinz, 2011), others are 
more accepting of affective empathy as “an emotional response to the situation of another that reflects 
a first-person stance towards that situation” (Maibom, 2017, p. 23). Ruiz-Junco (2017, p. 420) 
highlights the interactional nature of empathy, arguing that “empathic processes are learned in social 
interaction”. While definitions of empathy vary, one feature that is consistently agreed upon by 
researchers is that empathy “involves the transformation of the observed experiences of another 
person into a response within the self” (Davis, 2004, p. 19-20). Thus, empathy can involve an 
observer’s affective reactions to another person’s state, as well as the reproduction of that state in the 
observer (Davis, 2004), and typically includes feelings of sympathy, tenderness and concern (Batson, 
Chang, Orr, & Rowland, 2002; Davis, 2004).  
Although related, it is important to distinguish feelings of empathy from feelings of sympathy 
(or what psychologists refer to as ‘empathic concern’) (Maibom, 2017). For empathy, the feelings 
experienced by an observer will typically match those experienced by the other person or what they 
might reasonably be expected to feel in that circumstance (Maibom, 2017). On the other hand, 
feelings of sympathy typically encapsulate a narrower range of emotions, including concern and 
feelings of tenderness (Maibom, 2017). Feelings of sympathy, then, do not typically match the 
emotions experienced by the empathic target (Maibom, 2017). 
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Empathy is an important concept in criminal justice research. Empathising with the needs and 
experiences of an offending party can disrupt a person’s feelings of anger, which might otherwise 
foster a desire for retributive punishment (Feldman Barrett, 2017; Shields, 2002). Thus, empathy and 
the ability to take the perspective of another person are responsible for making certain kinds of 
behaviour more likely, including forgiveness, while at the same time reducing hostile or aggressive 
behaviour (Davis, 2004).However, feelings of empathy may not always result in pro-social or helping 
behaviours or a decreased desire for punishment, with some researchers arguing that a person might 
instead experience ‘empathic anger’, that is, feelings of anger that are stimulated and shaped by the 
empathy they feel toward a person’s pain or suffering (Vitaglione & Barnett, 2003). In a criminal 
justice context, for example, a person might experience anger toward an offender due to their feelings 
of empathy toward the victim (Vitaglione & Barnett, 2003). The result of those feelings may be, as 
Vitaglione and Barnett’s (2003) research demonstrates, a desire to inflict punishment on the 
transgressor to prevent the further suffering of the victim.  
Empathy and related feelings, like compassion, are typically associated with femininity 
(Bandes & Blumenthal, 2012), with society expecting women to be “nicer than natural” and men 
“nastier than natural” (Forseth, 2005, p. 444). Indeed, as discussed in the previous chapter, Carol 
Gilligan’s (1982) widely cited theory posits that men and women speak in a ‘different voice’ when 
discussing issues of morality; women from an ethic of care and men from an ethic of justice. For the 
most part, these gender stereotypes persist today. Clark (2007) points out, for example, that Western 
women are expected to be “empathy specialists” (p. 42), often fulfilling this role through their 
employment in jobs like teaching, social work and nursing, while others argue that both men and 
women view the latter as being more attuned to the feelings of others and having increased emotional 
insight (Baez et al., 2017). As for fear and anger, a failure to meet these feminine standards may come 
with penalties, with Clark (2007) explaining that in Western cultures the “feminine sympathy logic 
predicts negative consequences for women who do not show…tender emotions openly” (p. 79), while 
the masculine sympathy logic predicts negative consequences for men who too openly express this 
emotion. 
Not all researchers, though, agree that normative views of masculinity require men to be 
uncaring or lacking in compassion. Shields (2002) argues that gender boundaries of emotion for men, 
at least in the United States, appear to be in a period of renegotiation. She rejects the notion of the so-
called ‘inexpressive male’, which she argues is as stereotypical as the idea of the ‘emotional female’ 
(Shields, 2002). To support her argument, she points to the ‘New Fatherhood’, an emerging view that 
allows men, as fathers, to embrace the traditionally feminine characteristic of caring and nurturance 
(Shields, 2002). Support for this argument was found by Galasiński (2004), who found that men speak 
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openly and directly about their emotions, including as fathers who care and worry about their children. 
These findings, in his view, challenge cultural models and stereotypes that equate masculinity with 
emotional impotence (Galasiński, 2004). Research by Jordan (2018), too, showed how certain 
practices and values that are traditionally associated with Carol Gilligan’s ethic of care were 
reconstructed by men as part of a ‘new man/new father’ masculinity. It is not just fathers, though, 
who may embrace qualities traditionally regarded as feminine, with Elliott (2016) theorising about 
the emergence of what she calls ‘caring masculinities’, a form of masculinity that rejects hegemonic 
ideals of dominance to instead emphasise values of care, including positive emotions, 
interdependence and relationality. In line with a more caring masculinity, research has shown, for 
example, an openness amongst men to empathise with one another in online forums about male 
infertility (Hanna & Gough, 2016).  
Despite this, research on gender differences in empathy tend to confirm normative views, with 
several studies showing that women (or girls) generally report being more empathic than men (or 
boys) (Gault & Sabini, 2000; Macaskill et al., 2002; Smith et al., 2016; Toussaint & Webb, 2005). 
Smith et al. (2016) reported, for example, that girls generally experienced warmer attitudes than boys 
toward disadvantaged groups. They were also found to have stronger perspective taking abilities, 
although this ability increased in boys with age (Smith et al., 2016). Other research has also reported 
that women are more empathic than men, however in that study empathy was related to forgiveness 
for men but not women (Toussaint & Webb, 2005).  
Similarly, criminological research also indicates that women may be more empathic than men 
(Courtright et al., 2005; Gault & Sabini, 2000; Whitehead & Blankenship, 2000), with Courtright et 
al. (2005, p. 136) finding a “major” gender effect on empathy. Findings are mixed, though, regarding 
whether feelings of empathy impact women’s punishment preferences, particularly the use of capital 
punishment. Whitehead and Blankenship’s (2000) study revealed that women showed a greater 
tendency to empathise with others, particularly the vulnerable, and this reduced their support for the 
use of capital punishment. Similarly, Cochran and Sanders (2009) found that empathy distinguished 
women into those who supported capital punishment and those who did not, but had little influence 
on men’s death penalty support. On the other hand, research has shown that while women estimated 
a greater amount of pain for offenders during their execution than men, this empathic response did 
not lessen their support for the death penalty (Pratarelli & Bishop, 1999).  
As is the case with fear, care must be taken when evaluating the findings of studies that rely 
on people’s self-reports of empathy. Recent research has shown that this method may produce biased 
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results because women are more willing to portray themselves as empathic than men, since empathy 
is considered a more feminine than masculine trait (Baez et al., 2017). As Baez et al. (2017) explained: 
Even if there were no intrinsic sex differences in empathy levels, women might tend to assume 
that they are expected to portray themselves as highly empathetic….[while] men could refrain 
from describing themselves as emotional and sensitive, since this is not part of typical male 
stereotypes. (p. 15) 
Research suggests that men and women will, for the most part, conform to gendered feeling 
rules about empathy. Women are expected to present themselves as caring, compassionate, and 
understanding, given the persistent stereotypes that associate femininity with empathy and a concern 
for others (Clark, 2007). However, in a criminal justice context, women may have to negotiate 
difficult emotional situations where, for example, their feelings of care or concern for victims may 
result in feelings of anger toward others, including the offender (Vitaglione & Barnett, 2003). How 
women might embody feminine ideals if faced with conflicting feelings of empathy and anger is not 
yet clear. Further, whether feelings of empathy will lead women to be more supportive of the release 
of offenders on parole is also not clear, given research showing that while women may express 
compassion for offenders, this does not necessarily lessen their desire for punishment (Praterelli & 
Bishop, 1999).  
On the other hand, normative views that cast men as unemotional and stoic are likely to mean 
that the men in this study will most often avoid displays of empathy and instead adopt a justice-based 
approach to parole (Gilligan, 1982). However, given the emerging view that men, particularly those 
who are fathers, may be more open and direct in their expressions of care and concern (Elliott, 2016; 
Galasiński, 2004; Shields, 2002), it may be the case that some men may express empathic concerns 
about offenders and/or victims in a criminal justice context. Where this occurs, though, it is 
anticipated that these men might be self-conscious in their expressions of care or use muted language 
to downplay their feelings (Gough, 2018). 
3.8 Summary 
In this chapter, I have set out a conceptual framework that will guide this study’s exploration of 
gender differences in public attitudes toward parole. This framework integrates Hochschild’s theory 
on gendered emotion management, together with criminological and other literature, to identify the 
emotions that may be salient to public views on parole and to predict the feeling rules that may apply 
to these emotions in a criminal justice context. By doing so, this framework allows me to explore 
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how men and women negotiate gendered rules for fear, anger and empathy in the context of giving 
their views on the release of prisoners on parole.  
 While I adopt Hochschild’s ideas about feeling rules and emotion management, I move away 
from other parts of her theory in several important ways. To begin, unlike Hochschild, I explicitly 
reject an essentialist view of gender and instead conceptualise gender as a type of performance 
whereby men and women attempt to ‘accomplish’ their gender through their embodiment of 
masculine or feminine characteristics in social interactions with others (West & Zimmerman, 1987)7. 
Because normative conceptions of masculinity and femininity vary across both time and context 
(Deutsch, 2007), men and women must continually renegotiate their gender, ensuring their gendered 
behaviour is unlikely to remain consistent (Martin & Jurik, 2006). Because of the inescapable link 
between societal beliefs about gender and beliefs about emotion (Shields, 2013), a person’s 
experiences and displays of emotion will also vary as they negotiate their gender. Hochschild, though, 
is uncomfortable with the notion that an individual may change depending on the context or setting 
(Addison, 2017). Instead, as Addison (2017) points out, Hochschild believes there will be continuity 
in how a person feels and behaves because they are consistently guided by an inner ‘real self’, that 
is, a self that “has honest and true feelings that are not subject to pretence or acting” (p. 11). By 
evoking the idea of a ‘real self’, Hochschild loses potentially helpful insights offered by symbolic 
interactionism (Holmes, 2010). In this study, I move away from Hochschild’s (1983) notion of a ‘real 
self’, preferring instead to view individuals as more fluid in their actions and feelings as they attempt 
to accomplish their gender. By taking the view, like Mead (1962), that there are “all sorts of different 
selves” (p. 142), I recover a model of the self that better captures the struggles of individuals in 
modern society to shape their lives in accordance with others (Holmes, 2010). Further, I adopt a view 
of individuals as reflexive, whereby a person can navigate, negotiate and importantly, overcome the 
feeling rules that may have traditionally applied to a particular situation or context (Bolton, 2004). 
 Further, in her theory, Hochschild (1983) points to two aspects of emotion management – the 
suppression of an undesired or inappropriate feeling and the evocation of the desired emotion in its 
place. Thus, as Theodosius (2006) points out, Hochschild’s theory only allows for emotions that are 
managed, leaving no room for an individual’s ‘original’ emotion. McQueen (2017) attempts to rectify 
this issue, by suggesting the addition of a third type of emotion management – that of admission. 
                                                     
7 While Hochschild (1983) does not explicitly define ‘gender’ as being biologically determined in her early work, her 
contrast between flight attendants (who were mostly female) and bill collectors (who were predominantly male) served 
to highlight not only how service roles can require emotional labour, but also how these roles are emotionally gendered 
(Erickson & Ritter, 2001). At least in her earlier work, Hochschild appeared to adopt a conception of sex as an essential 
and biological trait of the individual. This is supported by Hochschild’s (1983) reference to her sample of 123 “nearly 
all white females in their early 20s” (p. 329, emphasis added), as well as her failure to critique research that adopted a 
‘sex differences approach’ (Hochschild, 1973). 
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Taking a similar view, I argue that in a criminal justice context, men and women may acknowledge, 
or attempt to acknowledge, their experience of feelings that do not fit with normative gendered 
expectations. These attempts may, however, be constrained by a person’s vulnerability to displaying 
emotions they might have otherwise worked on to suppress (McQueen, 2017). 
 In the next chapter, I set out the methodology for this research. I use a mixed-methods 
approach to firstly, test whether women in Australia are significantly less supportive of parole than 
men using quantitative research methods and secondly, to use qualitative methods to conduct and 
analyse in-depth interviews with men and women to explore how they enact or resist their gender as 
they negotiate gendered feeling rules for fear, anger and empathy in a hypothetical parole context. 
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Chapter 4: Methodology 
4.1 Introduction 
The core aim of this research was to better understand how emotion and emotion management may 
contribute to differences in men’s and women’s attitudes toward parole. As neither quantitative nor 
qualitative methods alone could sufficiently uncover the complexities of the interplay between gender 
and emotion in influencing public support for parole, nor capture both the “trends and details” of my 
research problem (Ivankova et al., 2006, p. 3), this study used a mixed-methods research design. 
Simply put, a mixed-methods design is one that combines both quantitative and qualitative data 
within a single study (Tashakkori & Teddlie, 1998). If thought of as a continuum, mixed-methods 
research sits between qualitative and quantitative research (Johnson & Onwuegbuzie, 2004), covering 
the middle area between these two approaches and endeavouring to appreciate the “wisdom of 
both…viewpoints while also seeking a workable middle solution for many (research) problems of 
interest” (Johnson, Onwuegbuzie, & Turner, 2007, p. 113).  
There are several advantages of a mixed-methods research approach. This approach provides 
a more complete and comprehensive answer to my overarching research question, by allowing me to 
establish, first, whether there is a statistically significant relationship between gender and support for 
parole in a representative sample of Australians and, second, to refine and clarify the quantitative 
results through a deeper exploration of participants’ views using qualitative interviewing techniques 
(Ivankova et al., 2006). In addition, this research design offers a more robust method of analysis, as 
it benefits from the strengths of both quantitative and qualitative methods, whilst also neutralising the 
limitations of each approach (Tashakkori & Teddlie, 1998). Thus, the mixing of approaches can result 
in superior research results (Hussein, 2015). Finally, mixed-methods research offers a solution to the 
increasingly dynamic and interdisciplinary research world by allowing researchers to become skilled 
in different research methods and to promote collaboration amongst researchers from different 
disciplines (Johnson & Onwuegbuzie, 2004). 
Mixed-methods research can be undertaken using several different approaches. The research 
methodology in this chapter details an explanatory mixed-methods study, that is, a single study 
comprising two analytic phases: a quantitative research phase followed by a qualitative research 
phase (Ivankova et al., 2006). In this type of mixed-methods design, quantitative data is the first to 
be collected and analysed (Ivankova et al., 2006). This is followed by qualitative data collection and 
analysis, which is intended to explain or elaborate on the results of the initial quantitative analysis 
(Creswell & Plano-Clark, 2011).  
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The rationale for using an explanatory mixed-methods research design for this study is that 
the quantitative data can provide a broad understanding of my research problem, while the qualitative 
data can further refine or explain those population average results through a more in-depth exploration 
of participants’ views (Creswell & Plano-Clark, 2011). In this study, a quantitative analysis of data 
from the National Study of Community Views on Parole was first undertaken to establish whether 
there were statistically significant gender differences in the public’s support for the release of 
prisoners on parole. Then, in the second analytic phase of this study, the results of the quantitative 
analysis were clarified and built upon in a subsequent qualitative analysis of in-depth, individual 
interviews with Australian men and women. For clarity, a visual representation of the research design 
is provided as Figure 1 below. 
4.2 Considerations for mixed-methods research 
The use of a mixed-methods research design requires consideration of three key issues: 
implementation, priority and integration (Creswell, Plano-Clark, Guttman, & Hanson, 2003). 
Implementation relates to the sequence of data collection and whether this occurs concurrently or 
consecutively (Creswell et al., 2003). As this study used an explanatory mixed-methods design, the 
data collection occurred in two consecutive phases, with the quantitative phase occurring first 
(Creswell & Plano Clark, 2011; Tashakkori & Teddlie, 1998). Undertaking the study in this sequence 
allowed me to, first, gain an understanding of the research problem by examining and testing variables 
of interest using a large sample, and, then, to refine and elaborate on those statistical results using 
fewer cases in the subsequent qualitative research phase (Creswell et al., 2003; Ivankova et al., 2006). 
The second issue, priority, refers to whether more importance or weight is placed on the 
quantitative or qualitative aspects of the study during data collection and analysis (Creswell et al., 
2003; Ivankova et al., 2006). Typically, in explanatory mixed-methods studies, priority is given to 
the quantitative research phase since this data collection occurs first (Ivankova et al., 2006). In this 
study, however, the opposite approach was taken, with the quantitative methods playing an auxiliary 
role to the overarching qualitative research. This approach reflects the purpose and design of the 
quantitative research phase, which was intended to motivate and inform the data collection and 
analysis of the qualitative research. Further, because the quantitative research phase drew on data that 
was not collected specifically for the purpose of this study, it was necessary for me to give priority to 
the qualitative data collection and analysis where I could overcome issues associated with, for 
example, the general population survey approach with respect to conceptualising gender. Finally, the 
decision to give priority to the qualitative research phase was influenced by the overarching purpose 
of this study, which was to theorise how normative views of gender and emotion may influence men’s 
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and women’s affective expressions and behaviour when giving their views on parole. Such an in-
depth understanding could only be achieved through qualitative research. 
Finally, integration relates to the stage of the research process at which the quantitative and 
qualitative data are mixed (Creswell et al., 2003). In this regard, this study adopted what Creswell 
and Plano-Clark (2011) refer to as the ‘follow-up explanations model’ of an explanatory mixed-
methods study, whereby qualitative data is required to explain or expand upon the quantitative results. 
In this model, specific quantitative results that require further explanation or exploration are 
identified, including, for example, unexpected statistically significant differences amongst groups of 
people (Creswell & Plano-Clark, 2011).  
In this study, the quantitative and qualitative research phases were connected at an 
intermediate stage, with the initial quantitative results identifying a significant gender gap in parole 
support that required further explanation using qualitative data. Thus, the quantitative results were 
used to guide various aspects of the subsequent qualitative data collection, including the formulation 
of interview questions and the selection of interview participants who could best help to explain the 
quantitative results (Creswell & Plano-Clark, 2011; Ivankova et al., 2006). An integration of the data 
also occurred during the analysis phase, with the decision to focus on the affective dimensions of 
public views in the qualitative analysis made due to some unexpected findings regarding emotion in 
the quantitative analysis. Finally, integration also occurred at the conclusion of this study, with the 
results from the two research phases brought together as part of an overall interpretation of findings 
(Tashakkori & Teddlie, 1998).  
In the remainder of this chapter, and following the structure of Figure 1 below, I will first set 
out the data collection and analysis procedures relating to the first research phase, involving the 
quantitative analysis of survey data. I will then separately detail the procedures for the second 
research phase, relating to the qualitative analysis of in-depth interviews. To conclude this chapter, I 
discuss the ethical considerations for both phases of research. However, before turning to the precise 
nature of my mixed-methods approach, it is first necessary to discuss the interpretative paradigm of 
this study and the assumptions underpinning this research. 
4.3 Paradigmatic challenges for mixed-methods research 
Mixed-methods research can present somewhat of a methodological challenge for researchers, given 
the different (and often presumed conflicting) interpretative paradigms underpinning qualitative and 
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Figure 1: Visual model for mixed-methods explanatory design  
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quantitative research methods (Landrum & Garza, 2015). As Guba and Lincoln (1994) explain, a 
paradigm is the “basic belief system or worldview that guides the investigator, not only in choices of 
method but in ontologically and epistemologically fundamental ways” (p. 105). For many years, 
researchers have debated the appropriateness of research that intentionally mixes qualitative and 
quantitative research methods, since these methods have distinct epistemological and ontological 
foundations and will thus take a fundamentally different view of the phenomenon under study 
(Hussein, 2015; Sale, Lohfeld & Brazil, 2002). At the centre of these debates are two paradigms: the 
constructivist paradigm that is traditionally associated with qualitative research and the postpositivist 
approach typically associated with quantitative research (Greene & Caracelli, 1997).  
Constructivist researchers tend to take an antifoundational position toward knowledge, 
whereby they reject the notion that there are permanent or unchanging conditions by which ‘truth’ 
can be universally known (Denzin & Lincoln, 2013). Instead, constructivists take the view that reality 
is constructed by individuals who give meaning to the world based on their shared experiences 
(Howell, 2013). Thus, reality does not exist outside of human existence, but rather is defined through 
social interaction (Howell, 2013). The aim of such research, then, is not to generalise research 
findings, but instead to gain a contextualised understanding of ‘reality’ from the viewpoint of 
individual research subjects (Maruna, 2010). It follows, then, that the research method of in-depth 
interviewing is usually associated with this paradigm (Burchardt, 2014). 
Conversely, postpositivist researchers adopt the viewpoint that a single and objective reality 
that is external to human existence does exist and can be discovered or accessed using scientific 
measures (Denzin & Lincoln, 2013; Howell, 2013). From this perspective, the aim of research is to 
approximate reality using scientific methods, including statistics and hypothesis testing, to create new 
knowledge and to generalise a study’s findings to a larger population (Denzin & Lincoln, 2013). 
Drawing from this paradigm, attitudinal surveys incorporate the assumption that there are facts that 
can be discovered, including facts about what people think about various issues (Burchardt, 2014).  
It is clear these two approaches take fundamentally different views of the knowledge that can 
be accessed through research, as well as the best way to capture that knowledge. Consequently, 
mixed-methods research does not fall comfortably within the ambit of either paradigm (Feilzer, 
2010). However, as Johnson and Onwuegbuzie (2004) point out, there are also similarities between 
quantitative and qualitative research methods that are often overlooked in these philosophical debates. 
Both approaches, for example, use empirical methods to answer research questions and incorporate 
measures to maximise the veracity of their findings (Johnson & Onwuegbuzie, 2004). Moreover, all 
social science research, regardless of its paradigmatic foundations, aims to “provide warranted 
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assertions about human beings (or specific groups of human beings) and the environments in which 
they live and evolve” (Johnson & Onwuegbuzie, 2004, p. 15).  
Further, while some research methods are often associated with certain paradigms (as 
interview methods are with constructivism and quantitative methods with postpositivism), mixed-
methods researchers argue that the link between research paradigm and research method is “neither 
sacrosanct nor necessary” (Johnson & Onwuegbuzie, 2004, p. 15). From this view, mixed-method 
research does not require researchers to adhere to a specific epistemology (Maruna, 2010) and thus 
the approach to research that focuses on the incompatibility of qualitative and quantitative research 
methods (and their underlying paradigms) ought to be abandoned (Johnson & Onwuegbuzie, 2004). 
Instead, they suggest that a methodologically pluralistic approach be adopted (Johnson & 
Onwuegbuzie, 2004) to better reflect the reality of conducting social research in the twenty-first 
century (Denscombe, 2008) and provide researchers with the flexibility to focus on the research 
methods that will best answer their research questions (Maruna, 2010). Thus, as Johnson and 
Onwuegbuzie (2004) reasoned, mixed-methods researchers should “use a method and philosophy 
that attempt to fit together the insights provided by qualitative and quantitative research into a 
workable solution” (p. 16).  
To achieve this, some researchers have suggested either pragmatism (Johnson & 
Onwuegbuzie, 2004; Johnson et al., 2007) or mixed-methods interpretivism (Howe, 2004) as 
appropriate research paradigms for mixed-methods research. Pragmatism, for example, attempts to 
find a middle philosophical ground by contending that knowledge is both constructed and based on 
the reality of the world (Johnson & Onwuegbuzie, 2004). Others advocate for the use of multiple 
paradigms for different research phases, arguing that it is logical to link the appropriate paradigm to 
the research design (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2011). Thus, researchers of a study consisting of an 
initial quantitative phase might adopt a postpositivist paradigm, and then, for the subsequent 
qualitative phase, a constructivist paradigm (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2011).  
In this study, I adopted the approach suggested by Creswell and Plano Clark (2011), whereby 
I drew from the most appropriate paradigm for each phase of my research. The flexible nature of this 
approach was best suited to answering my research questions as it allowed me to engage with both 
postpositivist and constructivist approaches and avoided my research being unnecessarily limited by 
debates about conflicting interpretive frameworks. Specifically, I took a postpositivist approach in 
the initial quantitative phase of this study and used objective, statistical methods to discover if there 
was a gender gap in public support for parole. Importantly, the use of advanced statistical analyses 
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here allowed me to make generalisations about my findings to the broader Australian population 
(Denzin & Lincoln, 2013).  
Then, in the second research phase, I adopted a predominantly constructivist approach to gain 
a more meaningful and comprehensive understanding of how men and women construct their views 
on parole in an interview context and in response to a crime vignette. Taking a constructivist approach 
in this part of my study also helped me to overcome the limitations of my initial quantitative analysis 
by acknowledging that both gender and emotions are shaped, in large part, by cultural and structural 
conditions (Lively, 2019). This allowed me to explore the implications of these constructions on how 
men and women voice their views on parole. In this second phase of research, though, I also used 
quantitative methods and a postpositivist approach to guide the recruitment of interview participants. 
Specifically, participants’ scores on a ‘Belief in Redeemability’ scale were used to select interview 
participants to ensure I captured people with a variety of views. My recruitment strategies for these 
interviews are set out in greater detail later in this chapter. 
I now turn to a description of my mixed-methods approach, beginning with the first phase of 
research, the quantitative analysis of national survey data.  
4.4 Phase I – Quantitative analysis  
4.4.1 Procedures and data 
The first phase of my research drew from data from the National Study of Community Views on 
Parole, a three-part study designed to explore public views on parole and prisoner re-entry in 
Australia. The first part of that project, which was undertaken in September 2015, involved CATIs 
with 1,200 individuals, aged 18 years and over, from all states and territories in Australia. 
Respondents were asked their views on issues involving prisoner re-entry and reintegration, parole 
release, parole board decision-making, and correctional practices. The aim of the survey was to 
measure public attitudes toward parole, as well as several factors that may account for differences in 
the public’s views on this criminal justice process.  
The Social Research Centre in Melbourne carried out the survey using a stratified sample 
design. Respondents were contacted using a ‘dual frame’ random-digit-dial sampling procedure, 
which involves the selection of respondents through the random generation of landline and mobile 
telephone numbers. This sampling approach has the advantage of including privately listed phone 
numbers. More importantly, though, this approach addresses issues of representativeness that can 
occur with landline-only surveys, as the proportion of the public that has a landline telephone number 
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has steadily declined in recent years, particularly amongst younger segments of the population 
(Badcock et al., 2017). Recent estimates suggest that while 93 per cent of Australians aged 65 years 
and older have retained a landline number, the same is true for only 71 per cent of the remaining 
population (Ortega-Monteil, 2014). As a result, using listings of landline numbers as a sampling 
frame would likely result in an overrepresentation of older Australians and an underrepresentation of 
younger Australians (Badcock et al., 2017). The use of a dual frame sampling procedure resulted in 
50 per cent (n=600) of respondents being drawn from a landline telephone sampling frame and the 
remaining half from a mobile phone network sampling frame. Overall, the survey had a response rate 
of 33.8 per cent. Survey respondents closely paralleled the broader Australian public in terms of 
gender, age, state or territory of residence and Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander status (see 
Fitzgerald et al., 2016 for a comparison of the demographic characteristics of survey participants with 
the Australian public).  
Although 1,200 respondents participated in the survey, for the purposes of my analysis, 121 
cases had missing data for one or more variables of interest (discussed in further detail below). This 
reduced my analytical sample to 1,079 cases. My analysis was weighted for telephone type (landline 
versus mobile) to account for any potential sampling bias that may have occurred due to the use of a 
dual frame sampling procedure. This weighting accounted for the difference in probability for each 
respondent participating in the survey, since the selection probabilities between the landline sample 
and the mobile phone sample may have differed. Weighting was also used to account for additional 
parameters of the Australian population, namely education by age group, region of Australia, gender 
and country of birth.  
4.4.2 Measures 
4.4.2.1 Outcome Variable 
The outcome variable in this study is support for parole, which was measured by participants’ 
responses to the statement, ‘Prisoners should be released from prison to serve the last part of their 
sentence in the community under supervision’. Participants indicated their level of agreement with 
this statement using a five-point Likert-type scale ranging from 1 = ‘strongly disagree’ to 5 = ‘strongly 
agree’. Due to issues of non-normality of the outcome variable, I recoded this variable to create 
distinct categories of respondents that could be compared using logistic regression techniques. 
Respondents were divided into Parole Supporters (those who ‘agree’ or ‘strongly agree’ with parole), 
Fence Sitters (those who ‘neither agree nor disagree’ with parole), and Parole Opponents (those who 
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‘disagree’ or ‘strongly disagree’ with parole). A full description of my treatment of the outcome 
variable is provided in the following chapter, where I present the results of the quantitative analysis.  
Although the outcome variable does not refer to ‘parole’ explicitly, this was the first item 
presented to survey respondents and immediately followed the below explanation of parole, which 
was given because of research showing that the public tend to lack an accurate understanding of 
parole or what this process involves (Cumberland & Zamble, 1992; Doob & Roberts, 1984; Roberts, 
1988): 
Nearly all prisoners will eventually be released. Some prisoners may be paroled which means 
they are released from prison to serve the last part of their sentence in the community.  Their 
release is supervised by corrections officers and they can get some help with things like mental 
health and substance abuse. They also need to obey certain rules. If they break any of these 
rules they could be sent back to prison for the rest of their sentence.  
Due to the provision of this definition at the beginning of the survey, it is hoped that survey 
respondents understood that the outcome variable related to the supervised release of offenders on 
parole, specifically, and that their responses to this statement accurately reflected their level of 
support for parole. It is possible, however, that some respondents did not understand that they were 
being asked for their views on parole, specifically. This is a potential limitation of this study, which 
I address in more detail in the final chapter of this thesis. 
4.4.2.2 Explanatory Variables 
Several factors previously associated with attitudes toward offenders more broadly were tested in this 
study for their ability to predict support for parole. These factors range from demographic 
characteristics to variables with an underlying affective element, including fear of crime and 
punitiveness toward offenders. The explanatory variables used in this study, together with their 
expected relationship to parole support, are detailed below.  
The first group of variables included in this study are comprised of the standard package of 
demographic characteristics used in public opinion research, namely gender, age, income, education, 
employment status and parental status. These variables were used as control variables.  
Gender  
As explained in the previous chapter, during collection of data for the National Study of Community 
Views on Parole, respondents’ gender was identified by the interviewer as either ‘male’ or ‘female’, 
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based on their voice. Because of this, a binary view of gender had to be adopted in this part of the 
study. A dummy variable was used to represent gender, where 0 = male and 1 = female. In terms of 
the relationship between gender and parole attitudes, it is expected that female respondents may hold 
less supportive views toward parole than male respondents (Estrada-Reynolds et al., 2016a; Haghighi 
& Lopez, 1998; O’Hear & Wheelock, 2015). 
Age 
Survey respondents were also asked to report their current age, in years. Respondents who did not 
wish to provide their current age were asked instead to specify which age group they fell within. 
These two variables were combined so that the age of all respondents was represented by a categorical 
variable using age ranges. For analysis, I recoded that variable into a dummy variable, where 0 = 
other and 1 = 18-24 years of age. Studies have indicated there is a positive relationship between age 
and non-supportive views toward parole, with older respondents more likely to oppose parole for 
offenders who had been paroled before for serious offences, the reduction of sentence lengths, and 
the granting of additional powers to parole boards (Haghighi & Lopez, 1998; see also, Fitzgerald et 
al., 2018). It is anticipated this study will make similar findings, with younger respondents expected 
to be more supportive of parole than older respondents.   
Income 
Survey respondents were also asked for the approximate pre-tax income for their household in the 
last 12 months. Responses were coded as a categorical variable with 9 increments (1 = less than 
$10,000; 2 = $10,000 – less than $20,000; 3 = $20,000 – less than $40,000; 4 = $40,000 less than 
$60,000; 5 = $60,000 – less than $80,000; 6 = $80,000 – less than $100,000; 7 = $100,000 – less than 
$150,000; 8 = $150,000 – less than $250,000; 9 = $250,000 or more). For the purpose of analysis, 
this variable was recoded into a dummy variable (0 = other, 1 = annual household income of $20,000-
$40,000). It is difficult to predict what relationship, if any, there may be between income and parole 
attitudes since there have been mixed findings on the relationship between income and punishment 
attitudes more broadly. Although some research has indicated that respondents with the lowest 
income level are the least punitive (Kury & Ferdinand, 1999), other research has reached the opposite 
conclusion, with ‘low’ income respondents more likely than those with ‘average’ incomes to hold 
punitive views (Dowler, 2003). Conversely, other research has found no relationship between income 
and a person’s punishment attitudes (Costelloe et al., 2009; McCorkle, 1993; Sprott, 1999), support 
for prisoner re-entry initiatives (Ouellette et al., 2017), or views on ex-offenders (Hirschfield & 
Piquero, 2010).  
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Education 
Respondents’ were also asked to specify their highest level of education (1 = Never attended school; 
2 = Primary school; 3 = Year 7 to Year 9; 4 = Year 10; 5 = Year 11; 6 = Year 12; 7 = 
Trade/Apprenticeship; 8 = Other TAFE/Technical certificate; 9 = Diploma; 10 = Bachelor’s Degree; 
11 = Post-Graduate Degree). For analysis, this variable was recoded into a dummy variable (0 = other; 
1 = up to year 10 education). It is hypothesised that respondents with an education level of up to year 
10 only will be less supportive of parole release than other respondents. This hypothesis is based on 
numerous studies linking more highly educated persons to less punitive punishment views (Dowler, 
2003; Maruna & King, 2009; Spiranovic et al., 2012). A person’s level of education has also been 
shown to have some predictive value with respect to the public’s views on parole and prisoner re-
entry initiatives (Garland et al., 2017; Haghighi & Lopez, 1998; Roberts, 1988), with Roberts (1988) 
reporting that more highly educated individuals were less likely to favour the abolition of parole.  
Employment Status 
Survey respondents were also asked to describe their current employment situation (1 = Working 
full-time for pay; 2 = Working part-time for pay; 3 = Unemployed; 4 = Retired; 5 = A full-time school 
or university student; 6 = Home duties; 7 = Something else). For analysis, this variable was recoded 
into a dummy variable (0 = other, 1 = respondent is employed on a full-time basis). Because few 
studies have taken a person’s employment status into account when examining public punitiveness, 
it is difficult to predict what relationship, if any, this variable might have to parole support. In one 
exception, Ouellette et al. (2017) examined the effect of employment status (i.e., whether a 
respondent was employed at the time of the study) on public support for prisoner re-entry initiatives. 
There, no significant relationship was found. Despite this, it is possible that a relationship may exist 
between a person’s employment status and their attitudes toward parole, since respondents, as 
taxpayers, may hold certain views about the early release of prisoners. One possibility is that 
respondents who are employed full-time (and therefore are likely to pay more tax than respondents 
who are elsewise employed, unemployed or retired) may hold favourable attitudes toward parole 
because they recognise the reduced costs associated with supervising offenders in the community. 
Conversely, full-time workers could also view parole unfavourably if they view offenders as a burden 
to law-abiding members of the community.  
Parental Status 
The final demographic variable included in this study is parental status. Survey respondents were 
asked to describe their current household, with responses coded as a categorical variable with 8 
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increments (1 = At home with my parents/guardians; 2 = At home with my sole parent/guardian; 3 = 
Couple without children; 4 = Couple with children (includes children aged 18 years and older); 5 = 
One parent family; 6 = Group or share household; 7 = One-person household; 8 = Something else). 
This variable was recoded into a dummy variable to reflect whether the respondent had one or more 
of their children living with them (as evidenced by response categories 4 and 5), where 0 = other, 1 
= respondent has children living at home. It is expected that respondents who have their children 
living with them will be less supportive of parole, with research indicating that parenthood increases 
punitiveness (Leverentz, 2011) and may lead individuals to adopt a more risk averse, defensive 
position with respect to the release of prisoners (Welch, 2011).  
While demographic predictors are often relevant to people’s attitudes toward offenders, they 
typically account for 15 per cent or less of the variance in people’s views (Adriaenssen & Aertsen, 
2015; Spiranovic et al., 2012). Further, recent research indicates that how members of the public view 
a range of criminal justice issues, including parole, depends more on their beliefs in redemption and 
other fundamental beliefs about crime than demographic characteristics (Fitzgerald et al., 2018). 
Thus, it was necessary to explore other factors shown by research to be related to public views on 
issues of crime, rehabilitation and punishment. The following variables were also collected as part of 
the National Study of Community Views on Parole and were included in the quantitative analysis to 
explore their relationship to public attitudes toward parole. 
Crime Salience 
Survey respondents were asked whether they believed crime levels had gone up, gone down, or stayed 
the same in their state or territory in the past five years. For analysis, I recoded this variable into a 
dummy variable (0 = other; 1 = crime levels have increased). It is expected that respondents who 
believe crime levels are increasing will be more punitive with respect to parole than other 
respondents. This hypothesis is based on research which shows a positive association between 
people’s concerns about crime and their punitivity toward offenders, both in Australia and 
internationally (Costelloe et al., 2009; Pfeiffer, Windzio, & Kleimann, 2005; Roberts & Indermaur, 
2007; Spiranovic et al., 2012; Sprott, 1999). A recent Australian study showed, for example, that the 
perception that crime levels were increasing was the strongest predictor of punitive attitudes, 
accounting for 7 per cent of the unique variance in respondents’ attitudes (Spiranovic et al., 2012).  
Correctional Goals 
The survey also measured respondents’ support for four different correctional goals. Responses to all 
four questions were given using a 5-point Likert-type scale, where 1 = strongly disagree and 5 = 
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strongly agree. Firstly, respondents’ support for a rehabilitative approach was assessed by asking 
whether they believed ‘society has an obligation to assist a person’s re-entry into the community 
following a prison sentence’. It is anticipated that respondents who favour a rehabilitative approach 
to treating criminal behaviour may also be more supportive of the release of prisoners on parole, since 
the overarching purpose of parole is to support offenders as they reintegrate into the community 
(Petersilia, 2003). However, it is possible this may not be the case, with research indicating that 
support for rehabilitation does not always translate to greater support for the early release of prisoners 
(Haghighi & Lopez, 1998).  
Secondly, respondents’ preferences for ‘truth in sentencing’ were measured: ‘When an 
offender receives a prison sentence, the entire sentence should be served in prison’. While it would 
seem reasonable to presume that respondents who support the notion of truth in sentencing would 
oppose the competing idea of the early release of offenders on parole, research indicates this is not 
necessarily the case (Fitzgerald et al., 2016; O’Hear & Wheelock, 2015). O’Hear and Wheelock 
(2015) reported, for example, that almost one-third of their sample were supportive of both truth in 
sentencing and early release procedures. It is difficult to predict, then, how a person’s views on truth 
in sentencing might relate to their views on parole.  
 The third correctional goal relates to whether respondents believed additional funding should 
be allocated toward finding effective education and treatment programs aimed at reducing offender 
recidivism. Here, it is possible that individuals who support the allocation of additional funding for 
rehabilitative programs will also be supportive of the release of prisoners on parole, if they hold 
generally favourable views toward offenders. However, the opposite could also be true, as 
respondents who are concerned with ensuring the availability of programs to reduce offender 
recidivism may also prefer that offenders serve their entire sentence in prison.  
Finally, respondents’ support for spending more money on the prison system so that repeat 
offenders could be incarcerated for longer periods of time was also measured. Here, while it is 
possible that respondents who want more money to be allocated to the prison system will also be 
likely to oppose the release of prisoners on parole, this may not necessarily be the case. For instance, 
respondents may oppose the early release of prisoners, but also disagree with spending additional 
money to incapacitate prisoners for longer periods of time.  
Fundamental beliefs about offending 
Using two items from Maruna and King’s (2009) attribution scale, respondents’ fundamental beliefs 
about offending behaviour were also measured. Respondents were asked whether they believed 
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offending behaviour is attributable to some internal disposition of the person (i.e., a dispositional 
attribution) or is the result of a person’s circumstances and social context (i.e., a situational 
attribution). Both items were measured on a 5-point Likert-type scale (1 = strongly disagree; 5 = 
strongly agree). Research shows that a situational orientation is positively associated with support for 
rehabilitation (Cullen et al., 1985) and negatively associated with punitive attitudes toward offenders 
(Maruna & King, 2009), including support for the death penalty (Cochran, Boots, & Heide, 2003). 
Researchers suggest this is because individuals who endorse a dispositional view of offending “hold 
offenders individually and morally responsible for their crimes both in their determinations of guilt 
and in their sentencing recommendations” (Boots & Cochran, 2011, p. 176). It is anticipated, then, 
that respondents who endorse a situational view of offending will be more supportive of parole release 
than those who adopt a dispositional view.   
Fear of Crime 
Respondents’ fear of parolees was also assessed through participants’ responses to the following 
statement: ‘I sometimes fear that I may become a victim of a crime committed by an offender on 
parole’. This item was measured on a 5-point Likert-type scale, where 1 = strongly disagree and 5 = 
strongly agree. Unlike typical fear of crime questions, this item relates specifically to respondents’ 
fear of parolees. It is expected that a negative relationship will be found between respondents’ fear 
and their support for parole, with more fearful individuals less supportive of parole. This would 
coincide with empirical research showing a positive relationship between fear of crime and 
punitiveness (Baker et al., 2015; Butter et al., 2013; Dowler, 2003; Langworthy & Whitehead, 1986; 
Sprott & Doob, 1997), with fearful individuals more likely to view the sentencing of offenders as too 
lenient (Sprott & Doob, 1997) and to oppose shorter sentences for offenders or the release of inmates 
on probation (Butter et al., 2013) or parole (Dowler, 2003). Fears about crime have also been shown 
to reduce public support for allocating resources toward rehabilitative crime policies (Baker et al., 
2015). 
Punitiveness Toward Offenders 
The effect of punitiveness on parole support was also tested. A punitiveness scale (alpha = .82)8 was 
constructed using six items, including ‘People who break the law should be given stiffer sentences’. 
A Likert-type five-point response set ranging from ‘strongly disagree’ to ‘strongly agree’ was used 
and respondents’ punitiveness scores were obtained by finding the average of the sum of the six items. 
                                                     
8 Cronbach’s alpha is a measure of internal consistency of items in a scale (Bonett & Wright, 2015). Although there is no 
universally minimally accepted reliability value, generally an alpha coefficient of more than 0.7 will be considered 
sufficient (Bonett & Wright, 2015). 
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For this scale, higher scores indicate more punitive views toward offenders. Because the punitiveness 
scale encompasses items relating to respondents’ views on the severity of sentencing, it is expected 
that more punitive individuals will be more likely to oppose parole. 
Belief in Redeemability 
Finally, respondents’ beliefs about the stability of criminal behaviour were assessed using Maruna 
and King’s (2009) ‘Belief in Redeemability’ scale. Higher scores on this scale indicate stronger 
beliefs about the “impermanence of criminality” and the possibility that offenders can desist from 
offending behaviour (Maruna & King, 2009, p. 15). The four-item scale (alpha = .55) includes the 
items ‘Most offenders can go on to lead productive lives with help and hard work’ and ‘Most 
offenders have little hope of changing for the better’. In this study, I expect to find a positive 
relationship between a person’s beliefs in redemption and their support for parole release, due to the 
“obvious parallels to belief in the rehabilitative ideal and support for prisoner reintegration” (Maruna 
& King, 2009, p. 21). This hypothesis is supported by research showing that people who hold strong 
beliefs about the idea of redemption are more supportive of offenders’ attempts to reintegrate to the 
community following a prison sentence (Maruna & King, 2009; O’Sullivan, Holderness, Hong, 
Bright, & Kemp, 2017) and hold more favourable attitudes toward the use of community-based 
sanctions (Maruna & King, 2004). 
Table 1 below shows the distribution of respondents’ mean scores on the outcome variable 
and each substantive predictor variable, by gender. 
4.4.3 Analytical strategy 
The analytical strategy for the quantitative phase of this study was to examine the relationship 
between gender and public support for parole. The first step in achieving this was to investigate the 
properties of the outcome variable and determine the most appropriate technique to carry out the data 
analysis. In this regard, the use of multiple linear regression techniques to analyse the data was first 
tested. However, given the bimodal distribution of the outcome variable, I employed an analysis 
strategy appropriate for multinomial outcomes. Unlike Ordinary Least Squares Regression (OLS), 
which requires a continuous and normally distributed outcome, logistic regression instead allows for 
a categorical outcome variable to be used and makes no assumptions about normality (Kaufman, 
2018). Logistic regression has the same goal as OLS regression – that is, to find the best fitting model 
to describe the relationship between an outcome variable and a set of predictor variables (Hosmer et 
al., 2013). Specifically, logistic regression predicts a binary outcome variable given one or more 
continuous or categorical predictor variables and emphasises the probability of a particular outcome 
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for each case (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). This analysis technique can also be used where an 
outcome variable has three or more categories (Kaufman, 2018), where it is referred to as multinomial 
or polychotomous logistic regression (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). Thus, logistic regression allows 
me to examine what position toward parole respondents are most likely to take based on whether they 
are male or female, as well as other demographic and criminal justice variables. The decisions I made 
with respect to the treatment of my outcome variable are discussed further in Chapter 5, where I 
discuss how I came to classify the respondents in my sample as being either opposed to parole, 
supportive of parole, or holding neutral views toward parole.  
Table 1: Participants' responses to variables of interest, by gender 
  
Total  
Male 
Respondents 
Female 
Respondents 
Variables Mean SD Mean SD Mean  SD 
Outcome variable   
    
 Prisoners should be released from     
 prison to serve the last part of their 
 sentence in the community under 
 supervision. 
3.08 1.26 3.23 1.23 2.94 1.28 
Instrumental        
 Crime salience 0.70 0.46 0.61 0.49 0.78 0.41 
Correctional goals       
 Society obligated to assist prisoner 
 re-entry 
3.62 1.16 3.63 1.16 3.62 1.15 
 Fund prisoner treatment/education 
 programs 
4.08 1.03 4.08 1.02 4.08 1.03 
 Funds prisons to incapacitate 
 longer 
3.66 1.25 3.58 1.28 3.75 1.20 
 Prioritise safety over rehabilitation 4.08 1.05 4.04 1.10 4.13 1.00 
Fundamental beliefs about offenders       
 Crime is the product of social 
 context 
3.52 1.13 3.56 1.09 3.48 1.18 
 Crime is a choice 3.11 1.30 3.08 1.29 3.14 1.32 
Other       
 Fear (I sometimes fear parolees) 2.94 1.24 2.74 1.20 3.14 1.26 
 Punitiveness 3.72 0.86 3.63 0.91 3.82 0.81 
 Belief in Redeemability 3.03 0.70 3.16 0.68 2.90 0.71 
Notes. Data from the National Study of Community Views on Parole. Weighted sample N = 
1,079. Data weighted to account for telephone type, education by age, region, gender and country 
of birth. Female respondents n = 541, male respondents n = 538.           
 
 78 
The next step in the analytical strategy was to conduct multivariate analyses to examine the 
effect of gender, as well as several other predictor variables, on public support for parole. Given the 
focus of this study, attention was paid here to the effect of gender on people’s views toward the early 
release of prisoners on parole. In this part of my analysis, I used MLR to accommodate the nominal-
level outcome with three unordered categories (Kaufman, 2018). MLR generalises logistic regression 
to multiclass problems with two or more discrete outcomes (Kaufman, 2018). It predicts the 
probability of membership into distinct categories as a non-linear function of one or more predictor 
variables, which can comprise a mixture of categorical and continuous variables (Field, 2009; 
Kaufman, 2018). Specifically, MLR analyses an observed outcome Yi which consists of M + 1 
outcome categories, which can be represented as m = 0, 1, 2, … , M (Kaufman, 2018). A generalised 
logit link function defines the relationship between the observed outcome Yi and the M modelled 
outcomes (ηm,i), where ηm,i is the log odds contrasting the probability Yi = m to the probability Yi = 0 
(the reference category) (Kaufman, 2018). The link function, as set out by Kaufman (2018), is as 
follows: 
ηm,i = ln (
𝜋𝑚,𝑖
𝜋0,𝑖
) for m = 1, 2, …, M 
where πm,i = probability and Yi = m  
The distribution of the observed outcome conditional on the predictors – Yi | Xi – is referred 
to as the multinomial distribution (Kaufman, 2018). The metric of the observed outcome here is in 
probabilities. The link function provided by Kaufman (2018) defines the metric of the mth modelled 
outcome as the natural log of the odds that Yi = m, as opposed to Yi  = 0, from the K predictors. 
Therefore, there are M sets of coefficients predicting the log odds of the modelled outcomes from the 
K predictors: 
ηm,i = ln (
𝜋𝑚,𝑖
𝜋0,𝑖
) = Σ𝑘=1
𝐾 bm,kxk,i     for m = 1, 2, … , M 
 Like a binomial logistic regression (i.e., where a nominal-level outcome has only two 
categories), coefficients can be directly interpreted as the effects on the log odds that Y = m versus Y 
= 0 (Kaufman, 2018). A positive coefficient b means that a 1-unit change in the predictor corresponds 
to an increase of b in the log odds of m versus 0, while a negative coefficient b means that a 1-unit 
change in the predictor corresponds to a decrease of b in the log odds of m versus 0. More commonly, 
though, the interpretation of the relationship between a predictor and the outcome is done through a 
factor change (odds ratio (OR)) for which the outcome changes by a factor of 𝑒𝑏𝑚,𝑘  for a 1-unit change 
in the kth predictor (Kaufman, 2018). 
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The interpretation of OR values must be undertaken with care, as researchers often 
misinterpret ORs or use incorrect terminology to describe the meaning of this coefficient (Osborne, 
2006). Using an example to illustrate, in a study where gender is the variable of interest, an OR of 
1.50 is oftentimes reported as meaning that women are one and a half times (or 50 per cent) more 
likely to be a member of a group than men. This is not correct. Rather, these results should be reported 
as showing that the odds of a woman being a member of the group are one and a half times (or 50 per 
cent) greater than the odds of a man being a member of that group (Osborne, 2006). As such, this 
type of language will be adopted in this study to interpret the ORs to ensure all results are accurately 
presented.  
A further issue relating to the interpretation of ORs relates to OR values of less than 1.0. This 
issue results from the fact that the range of values for these ORs are bounded by 1.0 to 0, while ORs 
with values greater than 1.0 can range from 1.0 to infinity (Osborne, 2006). Because of this there is 
a non-linear relationship between the two (Osborne, 2006). To address this issue, Osborne (2006) 
suggests that OR values of less than 1.0 be inversely represented. Repeating the example used above, 
women having odds that are 0.60 that of men can be inversely represented by dividing 1 by the OR 
value (i.e., 1/0.60 = 1.67). Thus, it is the equivalent to say that the odds of a man being a member of 
a certain group are 1.67 times greater than the odds of a woman being a member of that group. For 
ease of interpretation, ORs of less than 1.0 will be inversely represented in this study. 
4.4.4 Missing data 
Several variables included in the MLR analysis contained missing data, that is, an absence of a 
response or answer where one was expected (Osborne, 2014). Twenty-four respondents did not 
provide a response to the outcome variable, either refusing to answer or saying they ‘did not know’. 
To decide how to deal with these missing values, I first examined whether the individuals who did 
not respond to this question differed significantly from those who did respond. Firstly, I recoded the 
outcome variable so that individuals fell within one of four groups – those who supported parole, 
those who opposed it, those who held a neutral view, and the non-responders. Then, using the MLR 
function in the SPSS software, I compared the non-responders to each of the other three groups of 
respondents. This confirmed there were very few significant differences between the non-responders 
and the responders on any of the predictor variables included in the MLR model, indicating that the 
non-responders did not represent a unique group of individuals.  
Secondly, I used the logistic regression function in SPSS to examine whether missingness in 
the outcome variable was related to any of the predictor variables of interest, as recommended by 
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Osborne (2014). To do this, I first created a dummy variable, which I called ‘Missing Outcome’, 
where the value of 1 represented cases with missing data for the outcome variable and the value of 0 
represented cases where a response had been given. I then created a logistic regression equation 
predicting ‘Missing Outcome’ from the 16 predictor variables I intended to include in the MLR 
analysis. This test showed only one predictor variable significantly predicted ‘missingness’ in the 
outcome variable. Respondents who had children living with them had significantly reduced odds 
(0.13, p = .03) of missing data from the outcome variable than other respondents. While this shows a 
slight trend with respect to parental status, the magnitude of this effect was not large enough to 
conclude that the data was not missing at random (Osborne, 2014). In addition, the logistic regression 
model with all predictors was not significant (X2 = (16, N = 1,200) = 23.31, p = .106), confirming 
this model did not represent a significant improvement over the intercept-only model.  
I also explored whether there was a discernible pattern in the missing data for the outcome 
variable using a data matrix. This test also confirmed that the missing values were scattered randomly 
across the data. Finally, the missing data comprises only two per cent (n=24) of the total sample. 
Because less than five per cent of data points are missing and are scattered in a random pattern, this 
suggests that the missing values are indeed missing at random and will not significantly affect my 
results (Osborne, 2014; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). For these reasons, it was appropriate to eliminate 
the cases with missing data for the outcome variable from my analysis, reducing my analytic sample 
from 1,200 to 1,176 respondents.  
In addition, a further 105 cases had missing data in one or more of the predictor variables. 
Seven predictor variables had missing data, ranging from as little as nine missing cases for the 
question regarding whether additional funding ought to be allocated for effective treatment programs 
for offenders to 34 missing cases for the question about society’s obligation to assist prisoners in their 
re-entry to the community. To explore whether these missing values were randomly distributed, I 
again followed the procedures recommended by Osborne (2014) for logistic regression models. 
Osborne (2014) recommends that a dummy variable be created for each variable with missing data 
so that the value of 1 represents the missing cases and 0 represents all cases where a response was 
given. Then, using that dummy variable, one should test whether (a) missingness is related to the 
outcome variable; (b) missingness is related to the predictor variables or any other important variable 
in the data set; and (c) when all variables are used to predict missingness, there is a significant model 
fit improvement. An affirmative answer to any of these three tests may indicate that the data is not 
missing at random (Osborne, 2014).  
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Repeating these tests for each of the seven predictor variables with missing data showed that 
while there were occasion significant results, these results were not of sufficient magnitude to 
conclude that these data were not missing at random. For example, for the question asking 
respondents whether ‘we should spend more money funding effective education and treatment 
programs so that people leaving prisons do not commit new offences’, there was a slight trend 
amongst individuals with an up to year 10 level education to have missing data on this question 
compared to individuals with a higher level of education (p = .03, OR = .007). This trend, though, 
did not provide strong or conclusive evidence that the data were not missing at random (Osborne, 
2014). Further, because the missing values for these variables represented, at most, less than three 
per cent of cases, I decided to eliminate them from the analysis (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). 
Eliminating these cases reduced the weighted sample to a total of 1,079 respondents – which became 
my final analytical sample. 
4.4.5 Data screening  
Finally, the data were screened to ensure the use of MLR analysis techniques were appropriate. Data 
screening for MLR requires, among other things, an assessment of the sample size, multicollinearity 
amongst independent variables, and linearity between the continuous independent variables and the 
logit transformation of the outcome variable. This provides information about the accuracy of the 
model’s predictions, tests how well the final regression model fits the data and determines the amount 
of variation in the outcome variable that is explained by the predictor variables.  
With respect to sample size, it has been suggested that a minimum of ten cases are needed for 
every predictor variable included in a logistic regression model (Hosmer, Lemeshow, & Sturdivant, 
2013; Peng, So, State, & St John, 2002). The 1,079 cases in the sample exceeds the required number 
of cases (i.e., 160 cases) where there are 16 predictors variables included in the model.  
Next, I assessed issues of multicollinearity. Multicollinearity occurs when two or more 
predictor variables are highly correlated, making it difficult to determine the unique effect of each 
predictor variable on the outcome variable. Issues of multicollinearity can be detected by inspecting 
the correlation coefficients and tolerance and variance inflation factor (VIF) values. A correlation 
matrix including all predictor variables showed that the highest correlation between predictors was 
0.5, between respondents’ scores on the punitiveness scale and the item ‘the safety of the community 
should be a higher priority than the rehabilitation of an offender’. This is less than the generally 
accepted 0.9 indication of multi-collinearity (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). In addition, a coefficients 
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table confirmed that all VIF values were below 2.02 and all tolerance values exceeded 0.1. As such, 
there were no issues of multicollinearity identified in the data.  
Although logistic regression makes no assumptions about linear relationships between 
independent variables, it does assume there is a linear relationship between continuous predictor 
variables and the logit transformation of the outcome variable (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). A 
commonly used method of confirming this assumption is using the Box-Tidwell approach. In this 
approach, continuous predictor variables are transformed into their natural logarithm. Then, 
interactions between the continuous predictor variables and their natural logarithm transformations 
are created and added to the logistic regression model. The Box-Tidwell transformation is represented 
by the equation Vi = Xi (InXi) (Osborne, 2014). 
The assumption of linearity will be violated if one or more of the interaction terms are 
statistically significant as this suggests the predictor variable in its original form is not linearly related 
to the logit of the outcome variable (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). The probability level for the analysis 
is originally set at p < 0.05. However, due to the large number of comparisons being made, a 
Bonferroni correction should be made to the probability level to avoid the increased risk of a Type 1 
error. With twenty-six terms in the model (including the intercept), the corrected probability value is 
p < .002 (being 0.05/26). This value of .002 was compared to the probability values of the interactions 
to confirm that the interaction terms were not statistically significant (see Table 2 below). Based on 
this assessment, it was confirmed that all continuous predictor variables were linearly related to the 
logit of the outcome variable. 
Table 2: Linearity of the Logit Test: Data Screening for Multinomial Logistic Regression 
  
Model Fitting 
Criteria 
Likelihood Ratio 
Tests 
Effect -2 Log Likelihood 
of Reduced Model 
Chi-
Square 
df Sig.  
Log Societal Obligation X Societal Obligation 1815.47 2.13 2 0.345 
Log Funding Education X Funding Education 1816.01 2.67 2 0.264 
Log Funding Prison X Funding Prison 1813.71 0.37 2 0.832 
Log Community Safety X Community Safety 1815.44 2.10 2 0.350 
Log Social Context X Social Context 1813.95 0.60 2 0.739 
Log Crime Choice X Crime Choice 1817.34 4.00 2 0.135 
Log Fear X Fear 1816.45 3.11 2 0.212 
Log Punitiveness X Punitiveness 1816.85 3.51 2 0.173 
Log Belief in Redeemability X Belief in 
Redeemability 1821.05 7.70 2 0.021 
Note: N = 1,071.        
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Finally, there must be no significant outliers, high leverage points, or highly influential points 
in the data. Because diagnostic statistics cannot be computed in SPSS using the multinomial function, 
the logistic regression procedure was used to identify outliers, high leverage points and influential 
points. An outlier is an observation with such an extreme value that it may distort the value of the 
regression coefficient (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). To determine if there were any outliers in my 
data, I ran two binary logistic regressions, using case selection to firstly compare group 1 (Parole 
Opponents) to group 3 (Parole Supporters), and then group 2 (Fence Sitters) with group 3 (the Parole 
Supporters). Christensen (1997) suggests that if the residuals have been standardized in some fashion, 
we would expect most of them to have values within ±2. Standardised residuals outside of this range 
may be outliers. Through an examination of the residuals for both comparison groups, I identified 30 
cases with residuals of less than -2 and greater than +2. I tested the MLR model both with and without 
these cases to determine the effect of these potential outliers on the accuracy of the overall model. 
With all cases included, the classification accuracy rate for the MLR was 61.1 per cent. After omitting 
the outliers, the accuracy rate improved to 62 per cent. Since the amount of the increase was less than 
1 per cent, the model with all cases will be interpreted.  
A high leverage point is an observation that has an extreme value on a predictor variable and 
has the potential to affect the estimate of regression coefficients (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). A 
leverage point is generally considered to be an outlier if hii ≥  2(k/N), where k is equal to the number 
of predictor variables and N to the total number of observations (Lunneborg, 1994). With 16 predictor 
variables and 1,079 cases included in the regression analysis, observations with a leverage point of 
greater than 0.03 would be considered a high leverage point. Seventeen cases had leverage points 
exceeding this value. Testing the MLR model both with and without the cases with high leverage 
points confirmed that the inclusion of these cases had little effect on the overall model fit. The value 
of McFadden’s index, for example, reduced from .144 in the model with all cases to .143 once the 
leverage points were deleted, while the classification accuracy rate reduced from 61.1 per cent to 60.2 
per cent with the deletion of the high leverage points. Because the high leverage points did not 
substantially impact the overall model, a decision was made to interpret the model including all cases.  
Finally, an influential observation is one that, if removed, will substantially change the 
estimate of coefficients. To determine whether there were any influential observations in the data, I 
examined whether any cases exceeded the maximum value of Cook’s distance – a measure of how 
much influence a predictor variable has on the predicted value of the outcome variable. The residual 
statistics showed that the maximum value of Cook’s distance was 0.007. Then, examining the new 
variable of Cook’s distance in the dataset, I confirmed there were no observations that exceeded 
0.007. As such, there were no influential observations in my dataset.  
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Together these data screening results indicate that the use of MLR analysis techniques were 
appropriate for use with these data. I now turn to a description of the methods for the second phase 
of my research, involving the qualitative analysis of in-depth individual interviews.  
4.5 Phase II Qualitative analysis procedures 
The qualitative phase of this study involved semi-structured telephone interviews with a sample of 
men and women across Australia. The data collection and analysis procedures for this research phase 
are detailed below.  
4.5.1 Procedures and data 
The qualitative phase of my research draws on the verbatim transcripts of 30 telephone interviews 
that were undertaken over a one-year period between November 2016 and November 2017. 
Interviews lasted, on average, 45 minutes and were audio-recorded for later transcription and analysis. 
Interviews followed an in-depth, semi-structured interview design. In-depth interviewing is a 
technique involving the intensive interviewing of a small number of respondents to explore their 
opinions on a specific problem or issue (Boyce & Neale, 2006). I chose this research technique 
because it would allow me to build upon and clarify the initial findings of the quantitative analysis 
by exploring the interplay between gender, emotion and emotion management in influencing men’s 
and women’s construction of their attitudes toward parole. Further, I adopted a semi-structured 
interview approach as it would allow a focused dialogue to occur regarding my specific research 
problem, whilst also providing interviewees the flexibility to discuss matters that were important to 
them (Leavy, 2014). 
 The appropriateness of using telephone interviews to collect qualitative data has been the 
subject of debate for many years, with some researchers pointing to the inability of researchers to 
observe the social cues displayed by interviewees as one reason to avoid this method of data collection 
(Opdenakker, 2006). This may present a particular difficulty in research focusing on the emotions 
displayed and managed by interviewees. Despite this, telephone interviews offer many advantages, 
including an ability to access a wider geographical range of individuals and hard to reach populations 
(Opdenakker, 2006). This was an important factor for this study, given the intention to reach interview 
participants from all Australian states and territories. In addition, research shows that telephone 
interviews can result in the same amount and quality of data gathered through face-to-face interviews 
(Sturges & Hanrahan, 2004) and also often benefit from an increased willingness of interviewees to 
speak freely and to disclose sensitive information (Novick, 2008). Thus, telephone interviews may 
result in more honest discussions, as research by Trier-Bieniek (2012) revealed. Furthermore, despite 
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a reduction in some social cues, other important cues for interpretation remain, including the 
interviewee’s voice and intonation (Opdenakker, 2006). With the use of more active listening 
practices and a keen awareness of how interviewees are responding to questions, the use of telephone 
interviews can result in a participant-centred approach that produces rich qualitative data (Trier-
Bieniek, 2012).  
The sampling approach taken in this study involves the selection of participants through the 
use, first, of probability sampling strategies (for the phase 1 quantitative research) and then, purposive 
sampling strategies (for the phase 2 qualitative research) (Teddlie & Yu, 2007). This sampling 
combination is common in mixed-methods studies (Onwuegbuzie & Collins, 2007) and increases the 
external validity and transferability of the research findings (Teddlie & Yu, 2007). A further 
advantage of this sampling combination is that by mixing the two orientations, my research gained 
“both depth and breadth regarding the phenomenon under study” (Teddlie & Yu, 2007, p. 85). A 
purposive sampling approach was most appropriate for the qualitative research phase since its 
purpose was not to generalise the findings to a larger population, but rather, to obtain insight into the 
interplay between gender, emotion and emotion management in shaping men’s and women’s views 
on parole (Daniel, 2011). Thus, the purposeful selection of interview participants maximised my 
opportunity to understand the reasons underlying the gender gap in parole support (Onwuegbuzie & 
Collins, 2007).  
Potential interview participants were recruited using an online survey created using Survey 
Monkey. A link to the survey was advertised on the Call for Participants website 
(https://www.callforparticipants.com/), an online platform designed to seek participants for academic 
research. Links to the survey were also shared on Blackboard learning sites for first year criminology 
classes at the University of Queensland and Facebook community groups for five areas across 
Queensland (see Appendix A for a copy of the gatekeeper letter sent to each community group). The 
suburbs and cities represented by these community groups varied across a range of demographic 
characteristics. One suburb, for example, was in the western suburbs of Brisbane, where the median 
age of persons was 41 years and the median weekly household income was roughly $2,300 (ABS, 
2013). On the other hand, in another area, which is located south of Brisbane, residents had a median 
age of 30 years and a median household income of roughly $860 (ABS, 2013). Recruiting interview 
participants from these community groups helped to ensure that individuals from various socio-
economic backgrounds were recruited for interviews. 
Individuals who accessed the online survey were asked to answer nine questions about their 
beliefs about the ability of offenders to change and redeem themselves, their ability to empathise with 
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others, and their fear and anger regarding crime. Some basic demographic and contact information 
were also collected so I could contact individuals for a follow-up telephone interview (See 
Appendices B and C for copies of the participant information sheet for the recruitment survey and 
the Survey Monkey questionnaire, respectively). Between October 2016 and November 2017, a total 
of 351 usable surveys were collected through Survey Monkey. I purposefully selected 30 interviewees 
to participate in individual telephone interviews to more deeply explore and elaborate on the findings 
of the initial quantitative analysis. A sample size of 30 exceeds the minimum recommended sample 
size of interview participants to reach theoretical saturation (Guest, Bunce, & Johnson, 2006). The 
data from the Survey Monkey questionnaire was not otherwise used in this study, as it was intended 
simply as a tool with which to access potential interview participants and ensure that interviewees 
held a diverse range of views. 
4.5.2 Interview participants 
Interview participants were not respondents in the National Study of Community Views on Parole, 
the data set analysed in the quantitative phase of this study. They were, however, intended to be 
similarly representative of general population views on the concept of ‘Belief in Redeemability’, that 
is, the idea that offenders can change and desist from criminal behaviour (Maruna & King, 2009). 
This measure was used to guide the recruitment of interviewees due to its ability to predict punitive 
attitudes toward offenders, as demonstrated in the initial quantitative analysis and elsewhere (Maruna 
& King, 2009). Individuals with below and above average scores on a ‘Belief in Redeemability’ scale 
were contacted to participate in an interview, to ensure interviewees likely held a range of views 
about offenders and the possibility of their release on parole. In the final sample, male interviewees 
had an average score of 3.35 on the “Belief in Redeemability” scale, while female interviewees had 
an average score of 3 (see Table 3 below). This indicates that male interviewees held marginally 
stronger beliefs about redemption for offenders than female interviewees.  
Participants were also asked in the recruitment survey about their fear of crime (‘I often feel 
fearful that I may become a victim of violent crime’), anger about crime (‘I feel angry when I think 
about crime in this country’), and ability to empathise with others (‘It is hard for me to understand 
when other people are sad’). All response categories used a 5-point Likert type scale ranging from 1 
(strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). Table 3 below sets out the results of the screening questions 
asked of interview participants, by gender. That table shows that female interviewees had higher 
mean scores than male interviewees for fear, anger and empathy, indicating women reported being 
more fearful of crime, angrier about crime, but generally more empathic than men.  
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Table 3: Survey results for interview participants, by gender         
               
Male respondents     Female respondents     
Participant Age  State Fear Anger Empathy 
Belief in 
Redeemability 
  Participant Age State Fear Anger Empathy 
Belief in 
Redeemability 
PA2 25-34 SA 1 4 2 3.50  PA3 25-34 NSW 2 2 5 2.75 
PA6 35-44 QLD 2 4 5 1.75  PA9 25-34 WA 5 4 5 3.25 
PA13 35-44 QLD 3 3 4 2.25  PA5 35-44 QLD 5 5 4 3.00 
PA14 35-44 QLD 2 1 5 3.25  PA8 35-44 QLD 4 5 3 3.00 
PA25 35-44 QLD 3 3 4 4.25  PA11 35-44 QLD 4 4 3 1.75 
PA30 35-44 QLD 4 4 4 2.25  PA16 35-44 QLD 4 3 2 3.25 
PA4 45-54 SA 4 4 4 2.75  PA19 35-44 QLD 2 3 4 3.50 
PA7 55-64 QLD 2 2 2 3.75  PA20 35-44 QLD 3 4 4 3.75 
PA21 55-64 QLD 2 4 4 3.75  PA10 45-54 QLD 3 3 5 3.50 
PA22 55-64 QLD 1 3 5 5.00  PA15 45-54 QLD 3 3 4 3.25 
PA26 55-64 QLD 2 3 5 3.25  PA17 45-54 QLD 3 5 5 3.25 
PA27 55-64 QLD 2 3 4 4.00  PA23 45-54 QLD 4 4 5 3.25 
PA28 55-64 QLD 1 4 4 3.00  PA24 45-54 QLD 2 2 4 2.75 
PA12 65-74 QLD 1 3 5 4.75  PA29 45-54 QLD 5 5 5 2.00 
PA18 65-74 QLD 2 4 5 2.75   PA1 55-64 NSW 2 3 5 2.75 
Average scores (men) 2.13 3.27 4.13 3.35   Average scores (women) 3.40 3.67 4.20 3.00 
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A person’s gender, age, and state or territory of residence were also taken into consideration 
during the recruitment of interviewees, to ensure some variety on these demographic factors. In this 
part of my study, participants were provided the opportunity to identify their gender as ‘male’, 
‘female’ or ‘other’, rather than their gender being identified using the traditional gender binary. 
Incorporating a finer-grained measure of gender allowed for a greater degree of nuance in my findings 
(Bittner & Goodyear-Grant, 2017). As gender is the focus of this research, an equal number of 
individuals who identified as men (n=15) and women (n=15) were selected as interview participants. 
Because only one individual from the 351 usable surveys identified their gender as ‘other’, it was not 
possible to meaningfully explore the views of a variety of individuals from this category in the present 
study.  
Where possible, some variety in state or territory of residence was also sought, however 
ensuring my sample comprised of persons of various ages and occupations was ultimately given 
priority since most surveys were completed by persons who currently live in Queensland. With 
respect to age, male interviewees had a median age range of 55-64 years of age, while female 
interviewees had a median age range of 35-44 years of age. At the time of the interview, most 
participants lived in Queensland, however there were also participants from South Australia, New 
South Wales and Western Australia. 
Although socio-demographic information for participants was not collected, participants often 
spoke or alluded to their living or financial situation. Some described living in relatively wealthy and 
safe neighbourhoods, while others said they lived in lower socio-economic areas, with some 
interviewees dependent upon disability pensions or living in social housing accommodation. During 
their interview, participants were also asked to describe their employment status and occupation. 
Most participants said they were currently employed, although a few were retired, currently in 
between employment, or stay-at-home parents. The interviewees’ occupations ranged widely from 
professional to blue-collar work, and included teachers, information technology workers, an 
accountant, travelling caterer and civil construction worker. 
Many interviewees described having had some previous experience with the criminal justice 
system. For example, some had sat on a jury, been the victim of a crime, or had family or friends who 
had been in trouble with the law or served time in prison. Two male interviewees said they had been 
imprisoned previously (albeit for relatively short periods of time) and one woman had served a 
community-based supervision order. One male interviewee was a former policeman, while another 
had a carpentry business that he operated within a prison. Not all interviewees, though, had criminal 
justice experience, with some saying they relied primarily on the news media for their information.  
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Finally, many interviewees (both men and women) said they were the parents of one or more 
children. While some men and women were parents to young or school-aged children, others had 
adult children who no longer lived at home. A small number (n=3) of interviewees said they did not 
have children and children were not mentioned by a further seven (mostly male) interviewees. 
4.5.3 Interview procedures 
Participants who were selected to take part in an interview were emailed or posted information packs 
containing a brief definition of parole and an explanation of how this criminal justice process works 
(see Appendix E), as well as more general information about the study and a consent form (see 
Appendix D). Interviewees were also provided a one-page vignette describing a 26-year-old male 
offender, who had been sentenced to four years’ imprisonment for drug-related offences and was 
seeking release on parole after serving two years of this sentence (see Appendix F). The vignette was 
designed to include the most important factors required for the respondents’ decision-making 
(Alexander & Becker, 1978), including information on the offence type and sentence, the 
circumstances of the offence, the offender’s behaviour in prison, program participation and risk 
assessment.  
The decision to use a vignette to structure discussions with interview participants was made 
for several reasons. First, the use of vignettes in public attitude research has been shown to “reveal 
more complex attitudes about crime and its control” than global-style survey questions (Applegate et 
al., 1996, p. 518). Further, the combination of a crime vignette approach with qualitative interviews 
is likely to provide the most comprehensive information in studies of punitive public attitudes 
(Adriaenssen & Aertsen, 2015). Second, it has been suggested that research participants may be less 
likely to engage in impression management techniques when responding to a vignette than when 
answering direct questions about a specific topic or issue (Alexander & Becker, 1978). Finally, 
research suggests that the use of crime vignettes will elicit a more powerful emotional response from 
research participants (Kogut, 2011; Kutateladze & Crossman, 2009). Kutateladze and Crossman 
(2009) suggest, for instance, that “crime vignettes provide more vivid pictures than abstract questions, 
and therefore, the former might have more power to arouse anger against criminals and fear for 
oneself, than the latter” (p. 15). Kogut (2011) agrees, arguing that providing an identifiable offender 
may lead to enhanced feelings of anger or fear from respondents, and stronger preferences for 
punishment (Kogut, 2011). On the other hand, it could also conceivably lead to increased feelings of 
empathy or understanding, and thus lessen the desire for punishment. 
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An interview guide was used to structure interviews and provide a level of consistency with 
respect to the questions asked of each interview participant (see Appendix G). The guide included 
general questions about the early release of prisoners and whether offenders can change for the better, 
as well as some questions that arose from the earlier quantitative analysis. For example, participants 
were asked whether they ever felt fearful or angry about crime or sympathy for offenders. 
Interviewees were also asked to decide whether they, as mock parole board members, would grant or 
deny parole to the offender in question. They were then asked to explain the main reasons for their 
decision. Information regarding the emotions experienced by participants in the context of discussing 
parole, and the effect of those emotions on their parole decision and their views on parole more 
broadly, was collected.  
Over the course of conducting the interviews, additional questions were added to the interview 
guide to further explore themes that had emerged from a preliminary coding of earlier interviews, 
inspired by a grounded theory approach (Strauss & Corbin, 1990). For example, following comments 
by a female interviewee about her perceptions of how men might view parole, all subsequent 
interviewees were asked whether they believed their views were similar or dissimilar to the views of 
members of the same and opposite sex. In addition, it became apparent during some early interviews 
that a person’s parental status was influential to both their emotions and attitudes toward parole and 
so all subsequent interviewees were asked whether they were a parent.  
4.5.4 Data analysis 
A thematic analysis of the transcripts was conducted, supported by a combination of the qualitative 
research software NVivo and Excel spreadsheets. Thematic analysis is a process of organising 
qualitative data into explicit codes or themes (Boyatzis, 1998) which help to describe the phenomenon 
under study (Fereday & Muir-Cochrane, 1996) and to answer the research question/s (Braun & 
Clarke, 2006). As Braun and Clarke (2006) explain, themes represent “some level of patterned 
response or meaning within the data set” (p. 10, emphasis in original). Themes are identified through 
a “careful reading and re-reading of the data” (Rice & Ezzy, 1999, p. 258) and become the categories 
for analysis (Fereday & Muir-Cochrane, 1996). As a thematic analysis would allow me to explore the 
patterns and themes emerging from the interviews with respect to the emotions experienced and 
expressed by participants, this approach was best suited to helping me to uncover the role of emotions 
in shaping public attitudes toward parole. 
The thematic analysis was conducted in two phases. To begin, an inductive approach to coding 
was taken, whereby all interview transcripts were coded following an initial reading of the data. An 
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inductive approach to coding means that the themes identified from the data were not influenced by 
my theoretical interest on the topic, but rather were strongly linked to the data (Braun & Clarke, 
2006). For example, codes relating to interviewees’ thoughts on the seriousness of the offence, the 
offender’s risk of reoffending, and the types of cases where respondents felt parole release was 
inappropriate were coded. The purpose of this initial coding was to gain an overall sense of the data 
and to prepare for the subsequent, theoretically-focused coding.  
A second round of coding was then undertaken using my conceptual framework and 
Hochschild’s (1979, 1983) theory of emotion management to guide my coding. Here, I adopted a 
theoretical, or abductive (Dey, 2004), approach to thematically coding the interview transcripts. 
Through this focused approach to coding, I examined the data for the specific purpose of identifying 
instances where participants spoke of the emotions they felt, either in their general lives or as part of 
their discussions on the release of prisoners on parole and acting as a mock parole board member. 
This allowed me to identify instances where feelings of fear, anger and/or empathy (together with 
other emotions) were expressed by participants. I also coded instances where participants appeared 
to be managing their emotions by, for example, downplaying or attempting to elicit certain feelings. 
Then, comparing the themes for male and female interviewees, I was able to examine and record the 
gendered patterns of emotion and emotion management. 
Through these two phases of thematic coding, I gained a broad overview of the interview 
themes, as well as a more focused analysis of the interviews from the perspective of Hochschild’s 
(1979, 1983) theory of emotion management. After all interviews were coded, I was then able to 
compare the emotions described by men and women when acting as a mock parole board member. 
The results of that analysis are presented in Chapter 6 of this thesis.  
4.6 Ethical considerations 
Finally, it is necessary to set out the ethical considerations for both for the quantitative and qualitative 
phases of this study. Ethical clearance for the National Study of Community Views on Parole, the 
data set used in the first phase of this study, was obtained from the University of Queensland by the 
research team under approval number 2015000082. The use of this data set for my research received 
ethical clearance from the University of Queensland on 30 September 2016 (clearance number 
RHD72016) and an amended ethical clearance on 6 July 2017 (clearance number RHD72016 
Amended). The data file for the National Study of Community Views on Parole was provided to me 
by the research team. The file did not contain the names or any other identifying details of participants 
and was stored on a password-protected computer.   
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For the second phase of the mixed-methods study, individuals who accessed the online survey 
through the Call for Participants website, or through Survey Monkey directly, were required to read 
a participant information sheet, which provided all necessary details of the study, including what they 
would be asked to do if they chose to participate in the study and their rights in relation to the research. 
To access the online survey, all participants were required to confirm that they had read the 
information sheet, were aged 18 years or over, and wished to take part in the survey.   
Upon completing the survey, participants were asked to specify their gender, age range, and 
state or territory of residence. If they expressed an interest in taking part in a follow-up telephone 
interview, they were also asked for their first name, telephone contact number, and email address. 
This information was stored on a secure, password-protected computer that only I could access. Once 
all interviews had been completed, the names and contact details for all participants were deleted. For 
analysis and storage purposes, the interview data were de-identified and interview participants each 
given a pseudonym.  
In the next chapter of this thesis, the results of the first phase of analysis, the quantitative 
analysis of the national survey data, are provided. 
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Chapter 5: The punitive woman? Testing the relationship between gender and parole support 
amongst the Australian public 
5.1 Introduction 
Despite research suggesting that gender, perhaps more so than any other variable, plays an important 
role in shaping public attitudes on issues of crime and punishment (Hurwitz & Smithey, 1998), 
researchers have not tended to focus on gender in studies of public punitiveness, instead often using 
gender as merely a control variable (Hupfeld, 2009). Broadly, criminological research tends to show 
that women are less punitive toward offenders and more supportive of offender rehabilitation than 
men (Applegate et al., 2002; Cochran & Sanders, 2009; Cullen et al., 1985). Women also appear to 
hold stronger beliefs about the possibility of redemption for offenders (O’Sullivan et al., 2017). 
Despite this, some studies also provide evidence of a reluctance amongst women to support penal 
policies like parole that allow for the early release of inmates from prison (Fitzgerald et al., 2018; 
Haghighi & Lopez, 1998; O’Hear & Wheelock, 2015). Thus, while women may generally believe 
more strongly than men that offenders can be rehabilitated and are redeemable, this may not 
necessarily translate to greater support for early release mechanisms. No research, though, has yet 
been conducted that focuses primarily on gender and possible differences between men’s and 
women’s support for the release of prisoners on parole. 
The overarching aim of this quantitative study was, therefore, to test the relationship between 
gender9 and support for parole in the Australian context, in the aftermath of some high-profile 
incidents of violent reoffending by parolees. Specifically, in this part of my study, I tested whether 
Australian women are more likely to hold non-supportive views toward parole than Australian men. 
While the relationship between gender and parole support is the key focus in this part of the study, 
the influence of emotions, both directly and in interaction with gender, was also explored. For 
example, respondents were asked explicitly about their fear of parolees. Other variables included in 
this analysis, though, may also have an underlying affective dimension. Punitiveness, for example, 
appears related to feelings of anger (Johnson, 2009), while feelings of empathy could conceivably be 
related to the strength of a person’s beliefs about the possibility of redemption for offenders. Thus, in 
addition to examining the direct effect of these variables on parole support, I also examined whether 
a fear of parolees, punitiveness toward offenders or beliefs about redemption (as well as parental 
status) may affect men and women differently and, as a result, impact how they view parole release.  
                                                     
9 As explained in Chapter 3, the use of the word ‘gender’ in this chapter refers to a biologically-based conceptualisation 
of gender using the male/female binary, due to the way this concept was coded during data collection. For clarity, any 
references made in this chapter to male/men and female/women are intended to refer to a person’s biological sex.  
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To explore these questions, I predicted parole attitudes using a MLR analysis and seven sets 
of variables. The specific research questions guiding this part of the analysis were as follows:  
1. How are attitudes toward parole distributed across respondents? 
2. Are Australian women more likely to hold non-supportive views toward parole than 
Australian men? If so, does this relationship hold once the model is adjusted for other 
variables, including other demographic (age, income, education level, employment status, and 
parental status), crime salience, support for various correctional goals, fundamental beliefs 
about offending behaviour, fear of parolees, punitiveness toward offenders, and beliefs about 
redemption? 
3. Do respondents’ reported sense of fear of parolees, punitiveness toward offenders, beliefs 
about redemption and/or parental status moderate gender differences in parole attitudes? 
Because both gender and emotion can be constructed by individuals through their survey 
responses in quantitative research (Hellum & Oláh, 2018), this analysis provides an opportunity to 
begin to explore how men and women enact their gendered identities and manage their expressions 
of emotion in the context of answering questions about parole and correctional processes more 
broadly. Guidance from the conceptual framework presented in Chapter 3 is particularly useful when 
attempting to understand some unexpected results in the analysis relating to the intersection between 
gender and emotion. I return to those results later in this chapter, but first, each research question (as 
set out above) is addressed in turn.  
5.2 How are attitudes toward parole distributed across respondents?  
Initially, the use of multiple linear regression techniques was explored as the method of choice for 
this part of the analysis. However, initial analysis of the data revealed that the outcome variable was 
not normally distributed, but rather, bimodal. There were two ‘peak’ responses to the outcome 
variable – one agreeing with the statement and the other disagreeing. Attempts to transform the 
outcome variable to achieve a normal distribution were unsuccessful.  In any case, the appropriateness 
of treating a categorical variable as continuous so that ordinary linear model techniques can be applied 
to it has been the subject of debate for many years (Winship & Mare, 1984). Concerns have been 
raised that biased findings may result if one assumes that the interval points in a scale are 
approximately equal and therefore can be treated in the same way as a continuous variable (Winship 
& Mare, 1984). With respect to the outcome variable in this study, for instance, it could not be 
assumed that the intensity of feeling between ‘disagreeing’ and ‘strongly disagreeing’ with parole is 
equivalent to the intensity of feeling between other consecutive categories in the scale (Jamieson, 
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2004). This is particularly the case where a ‘neither agree nor disagree’ response category is included 
in a scale, as a respondent’s selection of this category may indicate they hold strong views about the 
issue at stake; however, this category is not necessarily equidistant from the other response categories 
(Baka, Figgou, & Triga, 2012). For these reasons, I have used MLR, a generalised logistic regression 
model for a multiple category variable.  
Because the outcome variable was originally measured using a 5-point scale, I needed to 
recode this variable to create distinct categories of respondents that could be compared using logistic 
regression techniques. I proposed to divide respondents into Parole Supporters (i.e., those who said 
they ‘agree’ or ‘strongly agree’ with the idea of parole), Fence Sitters (i.e., those who ‘neither agree 
nor disagree’ with parole), and Parole Opponents (i.e., those who ‘disagree’ or ‘strongly disagree’ 
with parole). The proportion of respondents in each of these categories, by sex, is shown in Table 4 
below. Before proceeding in this manner, however, I needed to confirm there were indeed three 
distinct categories of respondents who held positive, neutral and negative views toward parole. To do 
this, I explored whether there were statistically significant differences between these three categories 
of respondents. The neutral, ‘fence sitting’ category, who indicated they neither support nor oppose 
the idea of parole, were used as the reference category for this part of the analysis. These respondents 
warrant further examination since research suggests these respondents may hold strong attitudes 
about parole (Baka et al., 2012), but may have selected the ‘neither agree nor disagree’ response 
category to avoid giving a socially undesirable response (Garland, 1991). It is also necessary to 
establish whether this neutral category differs in any significant way from the two other categories of 
interest to justify their inclusion in the analysis.   
Table 4: Proportion of male and female respondents in categories of outcome variable 
         
  
Parole 
Supporters 
  Fence Sitters   
Parole 
Opponents  
 n %  n %  n % 
Male respondents 297 55.1  84 13.0  172 31.9 
Female respondents 225 41.7  70 15.6  231 42.8 
Total 522 48.4  154 14.3  403 37.3 
Note. Data from the National Study of Community Views on Parole. Weighted sample N = 
1,079. Data weighted to account for telephone type, education by age, region, gender and 
country of birth. Female respondents n = 541, male respondents n = 538.           
To begin, I first compared the Parole Supporters, who represent 48.4 per cent of the analytical 
sample, with the Fence Sitters, who represent 14.3 per cent of respondents (see Table 5 below). In 
terms of demographic differences, the results of mean difference t-tests (where the Fence Sitters act 
as the reference category) indicate that the Parole Supporters differed significantly from the Fence 
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Sitters on two demographic variables of interest. Firstly, the Parole Supporters were comprised of a 
significantly lower proportion of women and a significantly higher proportion of lower income 
earners (i.e., those whose household income is between $20,000 and $40,000). Moving beyond 
demographic differences, the Parole Supporters also had significantly higher scores on the ‘Belief in 
Redeemability’ scale than the Fence Sitters. Thus, an important point of difference between those 
individuals who support parole and those who take a neutral view of it is the extent to which they 
believe offenders are redeemable and capable of change. 
Table 5: Mean Difference T-Tests for Parole Supporters and Parole Opponents 
Compared to Fence Sitters 
  
Parole 
Supporters 
Parole 
Opponents 
Fence 
Sitters 
  Mean Mean Mean 
Demographic      
Female 0.43 * 0.57  0.55 
Income (between $20,000-$40,000) 0.15 * 0.11  0.09 
Education (up to year 10 level) 0.12  0.19 ** 0.11 
Age (18-24) 0.15  0.09 ** 0.19 
Employed full-time 0.41  0.47 
 0.47 
Has children 0.40  0.48 
 0.43 
Instrumental   
   
Crime salience 0.64  0.79 *** 0.64 
Correctional goals   
   
Society obligated to assist prisoner re-entry 3.91  3.19 *** 3.76 
Fund prisoner treatment/education programs 4.30  3.74 *** 4.19 
Funds prisons to incapacitate longer 3.47  3.99 *** 3.43 
Prioritise safety over rehabilitation 3.89  4.45 *** 3.79 
Fundamental beliefs about offenders   
   
Crime is the product of social context 3.65  3.31 ** 3.62 
Crime is a choice 2.97  3.36 *** 2.94 
Other   
   
Fear (I sometimes fear parolees) 2.83  3.19 *** 2.66 
Punitiveness 3.51  4.12 *** 3.38 
Belief in Redeemability 3.21 * 2.79 *** 3.07 
* p ≤.05, ** p ≤ .01, *** p ≤ .001      
Note. Weighted sample n = 1,079. Fence Sitters n = 153; Parole Supporters n = 522; Parole 
Opponents n = 403. Fence Sitters act as the reference group. 
Next, I compared the Parole Opponents, who represent 37.3 per cent of the analytical sample, 
with the Fence Sitters. Here, there were 12 out of 16 variables with significant mean differences 
between these two categories, indicating that they are dissimilar in many respects. In terms of 
demographic variables, the t-test results indicated that a larger proportion of Parole Opponents than 
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Fence Sitters had an education level of only up to grade 10. There was also a lower proportion of 
Parole Opponents who were between 18 and 24 years of age. 
Beyond these demographic differences, a larger proportion of Parole Opponents than Fence 
Sitters believed that crime levels were increasing in their state or territory.  There were also significant 
differences between these two categories with respect to the four correctional goals. Firstly, Parole 
Opponents had lower mean scores than Fence Sitters with respect to whether society has an obligation 
to assist prisoners with their re-entry and whether additional funding should be allocated to prisoner 
treatment and education programs. On the other hand, Parole Opponents had significantly higher 
mean scores than Fence Sitters when asked whether additional funding should be spent on prisons so 
that offenders could be incapacitated for longer and whether community safety ought to be prioritised 
over offender rehabilitation. Statistically significant differences were also found in mean scores for 
fundamental beliefs about offending behaviour. Here, Parole Opponents had higher mean scores 
when asked if crime is a choice, but lower mean scores with respect to whether crime is the product 
of social context. Parole Opponents also had higher levels of fear of parolees and punitiveness toward 
offenders than Fence Sitters but believed less in the possibility of redemption for offenders.  
  Considered together, these findings confirmed there were indeed three distinct positions that 
respondents adopted with respect to parole. The first category, the Parole Supporters, tended to be 
lower-income males who did not have children and were employed on a basis other than full-time 
employment. Compared to the two other categories, the Parole Supporters believed most strongly in 
society’s obligation to assist with prisoner re-entry and the need for adequate funding for offender 
rehabilitation programs. Those in this category also believed most strongly that crime is the product 
of a person’s social context. Further, Parole Supporters had the strongest beliefs about redemption 
for offenders out of the three groups. Indeed, a belief in redeemability was the only variable that 
distinguished both Parole Supporters and Parole Opponents from Fence Sitters. This is consistent 
with previous research that showed the strength of a person’s beliefs about redemption were important 
to characterising members of the public into groups that held progressive, punitive or mixed criminal 
justice attitudes (Fitzgerald et al., 2018). 
In sharp contrast, Parole Opponents tended to be women aged 25 years and over who had 
children and a lower level of completed education (up to year 10). Those in this category tended to 
believe that crime levels were increasing and that additional funding ought to be allocated to the 
prison system. They believed strongly that community safety was more important than offender 
rehabilitation and were the most fearful of parolees and punitive toward offenders in general.  
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Finally, the Fence Sitters resembled the Parole Supporters in many respects. There were, 
however, some key differences between these two categories, with the Fence Sitters tending to be 
comprised of younger females who were the least fearful of parolees and the least punitive toward 
offenders. The Fence Sitters were also the least likely to want additional funding to be allocated to 
prisons or to demand that community safety be prioritised over offender rehabilitation. They also 
tended to reject the idea that crime was freely chosen by offenders.   
In summary, this part of the analysis confirmed that the outcome variable in this study was 
most appropriately treated as a categorical nominal variable, as there was no meaningful order to the 
response categories and the intensity of feeling between each category was unlikely to be equal. 
Further, as the t-test results and prior research demonstrates (Fitzgerald et al., 2018), there was reason 
to explore each of the three categories separately. Thus, it was necessary that my methodology 
accommodate a multiple category outcome variable. Because this precluded OLS regression, MLR 
was the most appropriate method of choice to conduct the multivariate analysis. Further, an 
examination of mean differences demonstrated there were three distinct categories of interest amongst 
respondents – Parole Supporters, Parole Opponents and Fence Sitters. As a result, MLR techniques 
were used to conduct the following analyses focusing on these three categories. For that analysis, 
Parole Supporters were used as the reference category, since this group represented the largest 
proportion of respondents. A third comparison is also provided in the MLR analysis between Fence 
Sitters and Parole Opponents, where the latter category acts as the reference group, as it was important 
to also explore this comparison separately given the numerous differences identified above between 
these two categories of respondents.  
5.3 Are Australian women more likely to hold non-supportive views toward parole?  
I now turn to the second research question and the results of the analyses where I tested whether 
Australian women were more likely to hold non-supportive views toward parole than Australian men. 
To begin, I set out the unadjusted ORs for all predictor variables on the outcome variable. I then 
present the adjusted MLR analysis that contrasts the three categories of the outcome variable, and, 
following this, explore how well the MLR model fits the data. By first examining the unadjusted ORs, 
I could explore the relationship between each individual predictor variable, like gender, on the three 
categories of the outcome variable. Then, through the adjusted model, I could assess how different 
blocks of variables related to the outcome variable, as well as explore the effect of adding these 
variables to the overall effect of gender on parole attitudes.  
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5.3.1 Unadjusted odds ratios for all predictor variables 
As a first step in the analysis, I examined the unadjusted ORs associated with each predictor variable 
on the three categories of the outcome variable (see Table 6 below). That is, I looked at the bivariate 
relationship between each predictor (and its associated categories) and the outcome variable, without 
accounting for any of the other predictors. This preliminary analysis examined whether the 
relationship between each predictor and the outcome variable was in the direction I expected it to be, 
based on previous literature and theoretical explanations. In this respect, the hypotheses for each 
variable were detailed in Chapter 4. The three models in the table estimate the likelihood of being a 
Parole Supporter, Parole Opponent or a Fence Sitter, compared to the two other categories.  
With respect to gender, the unadjusted ORs indicated that, as expected, being female related 
to higher odds of being a Parole Opponent and lower odds of being a Parole Supporter, relative to the 
reference categories. Being female did not, however, significantly predict whether respondents would 
take a neutral, or fence sitting, position toward parole. Several age categories also significantly 
predicted respondents’ categorisation as a Parole Opponent, Parole Supporter or Fence Sitter, 
compared to the two other categories. Here, the youngest age category (18 to 24 years) had reduced 
odds of opposing parole and increased odds of being a Fence Sitter. This coincides with the other 
findings of the unadjusted ORs that showed full-time university or school students (who are likely to 
be comprised mainly of this age group) also had reduced odds of opposing parole and increased odds 
of taking the neutral position toward parole. This finding was to be expected, since younger 
respondents may have the least amount of knowledge about parole and may therefore have no firm 
view about this process, or at least, are hesitant to oppose it.   
Few categories of household income predicted views on parole, with only the $20,000 to 
$40,000 income bracket significantly predicting parole support and the $80,000 to $100,000 income 
bracket predicting opposition toward parole. This is consistent with previous literature showing that 
lower income respondents are less punitive toward offenders (Kury & Ferdinand, 1999). On the other 
hand, education status significantly predicted all three positions toward parole. For example, here, 
having an educational level of up to year 10 related to increased odds of opposing parole, while having 
a tertiary education reduced the odds of opposing parole and increased the odds of taking a neutral 
position toward parole. This suggests that more educated respondents may be more likely to grapple 
with the advantages and disadvantages of a system of parole. Finally, in terms of the demographic 
variables, respondents who had children had reduced odds of supporting parole, consistent with 
previous research showing that parenthood increases a person’s punitiveness toward offenders 
(Leverentz, 2011; Welch, 2011). 
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Table 6: Unadjusted odds ratios using logistic regression for Parole Supporters, Parole Opponents and Fence Sitters   
            
 Model 1  Model 2  Model 3 
 Parole Supporters
a  Parole Opponents
b  Fence Sitters
c 
 
OR  95% CI  OR  95% CI  OR  95% CI 
Female 0.58 *** (0.45, 0.73)  1.58 *** (1.23, 2.03)  1.23  (0.87, 1.73) 
Age group            
18-24 1.27  (0.89, 1.80)  0.57 ** (0.38, 0.84)  1.74 ** (1.12, 2.72) 
25-34 1.25  (0.93, 1.70)  0.62 ** (0.44, 0.86)  1.62 * (1.09, 2.40) 
35-44 0.84  (0.62, 1.14)  1.27  (0.93, 1.73)  0.87  (0.55, 1.37) 
45-54 0.67 ** (0.49, 0.92)  1.39 * (1.02, 1.89)  1.22  (0.80, 1.86) 
55-64 1.07  (0.77, 1,50)  1.11  (0.79, 1.56)  0.62  (0.36, 1.08) 
65-74 1.15  (0.76, 1.75)  1.35  (0.88, 2.06)  0.20 ** (0.07, 0.61) 
75+ 1.05  (0.65, 1.71)  1.11  (0.68, 1.82)  0.47  (0.19, 1.17) 
Household income            
Less than $10,000 1.38  (0.55, 3.48)  0.82  (0.31, 2.17)  0.88  (0.21, 3.64) 
$10,000 - $20,000 0.95  (0.62, 1.47)  1.31  (0.85, 2.03)  0.53  (0.24, 1.17) 
$20,000 - $40,000 1.52 * (1.05, 2.18)  0.74  (0.51, 1.09)  0.64  (0.36, 1.12) 
$40,000 - $60,000 1.05  (0.75, 1.49)  0.94  (0.66, 1.34)  1.17  (0.72, 1.90) 
$60,000 - $80,000 0.94  (0.65, 1.37)  1.01  (0.69, 1.48)  1.26  (0.76, 2.11) 
$80,000 - $100,000 0.82  (0.56, 1.21)  1.48 * (1.01, 2.17)  0.77  (0.42, 1.42) 
$100,000 - $150,000 1.01  (0.73, 1.40)  0.87  (0.62, 1.23)  1.47  (0.94, 2.27) 
$150,000 - $250,000 0.94  (0.65, 1.34)  0.88  (0.60, 1.27)  1.28  (0.78, 2.09) 
Over $250,000 1.61  (0.75, 3.46)  0.55  (0.23, 1.31)  0.98  (0.32, 3.00) 
Education            
Up to year 10 0.56 *** (0.41, 0.78)  1.98 *** (1.44, 2.71)  0.66  (0.39, 1.11) 
Years 11/12 1.11  (0.86, 1.42)  1.00  (0.77, 1.30)  0.74  (0.50, 1.10) 
Trade/Apprenticeship 1.20  (0.78, 1.86)  1.10  (0.71, 1.73)  0.44  (0.18, 1.04) 
Tertiary  1.15  (0.92, 1.45)  0.69 ** (0.54, 0.87)  1.82 *** (1.29, 2.56) 
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Employment status            
Works full-time 0.83  (0.66, 1.04)  1.12  (0.89, 1.42)  1.28  (0.91, 1.78) 
Works part-time 0.75  (0.56, 1.02)  1.19  (0.88, 1.61)  1.23  (0.81, 1,86) 
Unemployed 1.21  (0.74, 1.96)  1.17  (0.71, 1.92)  0.50  (0.20, 1.26) 
Retired 1.16  (0.87, 1.53)  1.13  (0.85, 1.51)  0.03 *** (0.18, 0.57) 
Full-time student 1.69 * (1.03, 2.78)  0.25 *** (0.12, 0.49)  2.65 *** (1.51, 4.64) 
Home duties 1.37  (0.79, 2.37)  0.98  (0.56, 1.72)  0.57  (0.21, 1.53) 
Self-Employed 1.78  (0.66, 4.78)  0.21 * (0.47, 0.94)  2.56  (0.86, 7.57) 
Disability pension 1.84  (0.60, 5.60)  0.31  (0.70, 1.33)  1.93  (0.53, 7.09) 
Respondent has children 0.77 * (0.60, 0.98)  1.41 ** (1.10, 1.81)  1.00  (0.70, 1.40) 
Crime salience 0.61 *** (0.47, 0.80)  2.06 *** (1.55, 2.74)  0.72  (0.50, 1.03) 
Society obligated to assist prisoner 
re-entry 1.56 *** (1.39, 1.75) 
 0.59 *** (0.53, 0.66)  1.13  (0.97, 1.32) 
Fund prisoner treatment/education 
programs 1.54 *** (1.35, 1.75) 
 0.59 *** (0.52, 0.67)  1.13  (0.95, 1.36) 
Fund prisons to incapacitate longer 0.79 *** (0.71, 0.87)  1.44 *** (1.29, 1.60)  0.84 ** (0.74, 0.97) 
Prioritise safety over rehabilitation 0.70 *** (0.62, 0.79)  1.86 *** (1.61, 2.16)  0.75 *** (0.65, 0.88) 
Crime is the result of social context 1.27 *** (1.10, 1.36)  0.78 *** (0.70, 0.87)  1.17  (0.95, 1.29) 
Crime is a choice 0.85 *** (0.77, 0.93)  1.26 *** (1.14, 1.38)  0.89  (0.78, 1.01) 
Fear of parolees 0.87 ** (0.79, 0.96)  1.29 *** (1.17, 1.43)  0.81 ** (0.70, 0.93) 
Punitiveness 0.57 *** (0.49, 0.66)  2.81 *** (2.24, 3.37)  0.61 *** (0.50, 0.74) 
Belief in Redeemability 2.05 *** (1.71, 2.47)  0.44 *** (0.37, 0.54)  1.08  (0.85, 1.39) 
* p ≤.05, ** p ≤ .01, *** p ≤ .001           
Notes. Weighted sample N = 1,079. Parole Supporters n = 522; Parole Opponents n = 403; Fence Sitters n = 153. Data weighted to account for 
telephone type, education by age, region, gender and country of birth. 
a Relative to Parole Opponents and Fence Sitters 
b Relative to Parole Supporters and Fence Sitters 
c Relative to Parole Opponents and Parole Supporters           
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Further, crime salience related to increased odds of opposing parole. This is not surprising, 
given that respondents who believed that crime levels were increasing in their neighbourhood would 
be expected to oppose any process that allows for the early release of prisoners. The next group of 
variables, which reflect support for various correctional goals, were all strong predictors of parole 
attitudes. Here, for example, respondents who believed additional funding should be allocated to 
prisons to incapacitate prisoners for longer, and those who wanted to see community safety prioritised 
over offender rehabilitation, had increased odds of opposing parole.   
Next, believing that crime is freely chosen by offenders reduced the odds of supporting parole, 
while thinking that crime is the result of a person’s social context and circumstances related to 
increased odds of parole support. Being fearful of parolees led to reduced odds of supporting parole, 
as did higher levels of punitiveness toward offenders generally. Finally, believing that offenders can 
change and desist from criminal activity increased the odds of supporting parole.   
In summary, an examination of the unadjusted ORs revealed that all predictor variables were 
related to the three categories of the outcome variable in a manner consistent with the existing 
literature that examines these factors and their relationship to attitudes toward offenders more 
broadly. In the next part of the analysis, the adjusted multivariate MLR model is presented. 
5.3.2 Multivariate model predicting public attitudes toward parole 
In the next part of the analysis, the results of the adjusted multivariate MLR model predicting public 
attitudes toward parole are provided. Here, a sequential MLR analysis was conducted using seven 
blocks of predictor variables: female, crime salience, correctional goals, fundamental beliefs about 
offending, fear of parolees, punitiveness toward offenders, and beliefs about redemption. In this 
model, a respondent’s age, education, income, employment status and parental status were controlled 
for. These blocks of variables were used in this study because they commonly serve as a measure of 
criminal justice attitudes in the broader literature on public attitudes toward offenders (Cullen et al., 
1985; Maruna & King, 2009). Further, adding each block of predictors to the model sequentially 
allowed me to determine the unique effect of these variables on the outcome variable and to assess 
the extent to which these variables improved the overall model. Thus, this approach was well suited 
to my overall research aims, which were to determine the extent to which gender and other variables 
predicted public attitudes toward parole.  
Table 7, Part 1 presents the results of significance tests, ORs and confidence intervals for the 
contrast between Parole Opponents and Parole Supporters, while Table 7, Part 2 presents the results 
comparing Fence Sitters and Parole Supporters. In these comparisons, Parole Supporters act as the 
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reference category. Because of the differences identified above between Fence Sitters and Parole 
Opponents, a third comparison was needed to compare these two categories separately. Table 7, Part 
3 presents the results of that comparison for Fence Sitters and Parole Opponents, where the latter 
category acts as the reference category. An assessment of how well the data fit this model and how 
each block of predictors improved the overall model is presented following the setting out of the 
results.  
5.3.2.1 Parole Opponents versus Parole Supporters 
First, I present the results for the contrast between the Parole Opponents and Parole Supporters, where 
the latter acts as the reference category (see Table 7, Part 1). It was expected that because these two 
categories represent opposing ends of the spectrum in terms of attitudes toward parole, this contrast 
would be the most clearly differentiated out of the three comparisons. Further, since the focus of this 
study was to test the effect of gender on parole attitudes, the ORs associated with being female and 
different stances toward parole are given primary focus in the discussion around results.  
As seen in Table 7, Part 1, a significant relationship between being female and opposing 
parole was maintained across all seven models. In the first model, where gender was the sole 
predictor, women, relative to men, had odds of opposing parole that were 1.94 (p = <0.001) times 
greater. In Model 2, crime salience was added to the model and was a significant predictor of whether 
a respondent opposed rather than supported parole. The addition of this variable reduced the OR 
associated with being a woman to 1.78 (p = <0.001). In the next model, all four correctional goals 
were significant predictors in the comparison between Parole Opponents and Parole Supporters, and 
their addition strengthened the OR associated with women opposing parole to 1.98 (p = <0.001).  
Fundamental beliefs about offending behaviour were added in Model 4, where the belief that 
crime is the product of social context significantly predicted decreased odds of opposing parole. 
However, this variable had little effect on the OR associated with being a woman, reducing it only 
slightly to 1.95 (p = <0.001). Respondents’ fear of parolees (added in Model 5) did not significantly 
predict their views on parole and had little effect on the OR associated with women opposing parole 
(OR = 1.93, p = <0.001). On the other hand, respondents’ punitiveness scores significantly predicted 
their views on parole and strengthened the OR for women back to 1.95 (p = <0.001). In the final 
model, respondents’ scores on the ‘Belief in Redeemability’ scale significantly predicted parole 
attitudes and had the effect of decreasing the OR associated with women opposing parole slightly 
(OR = 1.82 p = <0.001).  
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In this final model, eight variables significantly predicted opposition to parole (relative to 
parole support), with the ORs indicating that being a woman, wanting additional funds to be allocated 
to prisons, wanting community safety prioritised over offender rehabilitation, and being punitive 
toward offenders each resulted in a greater likelihood of opposing parole. On the other hand, believing 
that society is obligated to assist offenders in their reintegration, wanting additional funds to be 
allocated to education and training programs for offenders, believing that crime is the product of 
social context, and believing that offenders can change and desist from criminal behaviour resulted 
in a greater likelihood of supporting parole.  
In the final model, women, relative to men, had odds of opposing parole that were 1.82 times 
(or 82%) greater. Despite the introduction of the six other sets of predictor variables, the value of this 
OR decreased only minimally from the first model to the last, demonstrating a strong relationship 
between being a woman and opposing parole that could not be explained by things like a person’s 
fear of parolees or punitiveness toward offenders. The four variables reflecting various correctional 
goals were also significant predictors of parole attitudes in the final model. Firstly, with each one-
point increase in the item relating to wanting additional funding to be allocated to prisons so that 
offenders can be incapacitated for longer, the odds of a respondent opposing parole release, relative 
to supporting parole, increased 1.25 times. Similarly, with every one-point increase in wanting to see 
community safety prioritised over offender rehabilitation, the odds of opposing parole increased 1.29 
times.  
On the other hand, with every one-point increase in the belief that society is obligated to assist 
prisoners in their re-entry back to the community, the odds of opposing parole decreased by 0.74. 
Because of issues relating to the interpretation of OR values of less than 1, this OR value was 
inversely represented and instead interpreted as an OR with a value greater than 1 (Osborne, 2006). 
This was achieved by dividing 1 by the OR value (i.e., 1/0.74). Thus, it is the equivalent to say that 
with every one-point decrease in the belief that society is obligated to assist prisoners in their re-entry 
back to the community, the odds of opposing parole increased 1.35 times. Further, with every one-
point decrease in the desire for additional funding of prisoner treatment and education programs, the 
odds of opposing parole increased 1.45 times (i.e., 1/0.69). In other words, the more strongly a 
respondent agreed with the correctional goals of incapacitation and community safety, and the less 
strongly they believed in supporting prisoner reintegration and funding prisoner treatment and 
education, the higher the odds they would oppose the release of prisoners on parole. 
Further, with each one-point decrease in the belief that criminal behaviour is the result of a 
person’s circumstances and social context, the odds of opposing parole increased 1.20 times (i.e., 
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1/0.83). Thus, the less strongly a respondent believed that crime is driven by external factors, the 
higher the odds they would oppose parole. Contrary to expectations, however, believing that crime is 
a choice and that social circumstances are not to blame for criminal behaviour did not significantly 
predict being a Parole Opponent relative to a Parole Supporter. This was somewhat surprising given 
earlier research which found that attributions of internality had a significant negative effect on support 
for community sanctions (Maruna & King, 2004). 
Finally, with each one-point increase in respondents’ punitiveness scale score, the odds of 
opposing parole increased 1.82 times. This finding was expected since the items that make up the 
punitiveness scale reflect support for tougher responses to crime and the harsher treatment of 
offenders. On the other hand, with every one-point decrease in respondents’ ‘Belief in 
Redeemability’ score, the odds of a respondent being classified in the Parole Opponent category 
increased 1.47 times (i.e., 1/0.68). Thus, the less one believed that offenders can change and desist 
from criminal activity, the higher the odds they would oppose than support parole release. 
5.3.2.2 Fence Sitters versus Parole Supporters 
Table 7, Part 2 compares the results for Fence Sitters and Parole Supporters, with the latter category 
again used as the reference. In this comparison, only three predictor variables were significant in the 
final model – being a woman, respondents’ punitiveness scale scores, and respondents’ ‘Belief in 
Redeemability’ scale scores. Like the first comparison, there was a significant relationship between 
being a woman and the odds of being a Fence Sitter relative to a Parole Supporter across all seven 
models. In the first model, where gender was the only variable in the model, the odds of women, 
relative to men, being a Fence Sitter were 1.77 (p = <0.01) times greater. With the addition of crime 
salience in the second model, the OR increased slightly to 1.79 (p = <0.01), although believing that 
crime rates were increasing was not a significant predictor in this comparison. The four correctional 
goals added in Model 3 also failed to reach statistical significance, however their addition increased 
the OR for women slightly to 1.81 (p = <0.01). In Model 4, the OR value associated with being a 
woman and a Fence Sitter remained unchanged once fundamental beliefs about offending were added 
to the model, with neither of those items being significant predictors of parole attitudes.  
Next, when respondents’ fear of parolees was added to the model, the OR that female 
respondents would take a neutral position toward parole rather than to support it increased to 1.87 (p 
= <0.01), although the fear variable also failed to predict respondents’ views toward parole. The OR 
increased again, in both effect size and significance, when punitiveness scores were added in Model 
6. 
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Table 7, Part 1: Sequential multinomial logistic regression predicting parole attitudes 
  Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 Model 7 
 OR 
95% 
CI OR 
95% 
CI OR 
95% 
CI OR 
95% 
CI OR 
95% 
CI OR 
95% 
CI OR 
95% 
CI 
Contrast 1: Parole Opponents versus Parole Supporters (reference) 
Female 1.94*** 
(1.46, 
2.56) 1.78*** 
(1.34, 
2.36) 1.98*** 
(1.45, 
2.70) 1.95*** 
(1.43, 
2.66) 1.93*** 
(1.41, 
2.64) 1.95*** 
(1.42, 
2.68) 1.82*** 
(1.32, 
2.51) 
Crime salience   1.86*** 
(1.36, 
2.54) 1.05 
(0.74, 
1.49) 1.05 
(0.74, 
1.49) 1.03 
(0.72, 
1.47) 0.88 
(0.61, 
1.27) 0.88 
(0.61, 
1.27) 
Society obligated 
to assist prisoner 
re-entry     0.68*** 
(0.60, 
0.78) 0.69*** 
(0.60, 
0.80) 0.70*** 
(0.61, 
0.80) 0.73*** 
(0.63, 
0.84) 0.74*** 
(0.65, 
0.86) 
Fund prisoner 
treatment / 
education 
programs     0.65*** 
(0.56, 
0.76) 0.66*** 
(0.56, 
0.77) 0.66*** 
(0.56, 
0.77) 0.67*** 
(0.57, 
0.78) 0.69*** 
(0.59, 
0.82) 
Funds prisons to 
incapacitate 
longer     1.39*** 
(1.22, 
1.58) 1.37*** 
(1.20, 
1.57) 1.36*** 
(1.19, 
1.56) 1.26*** 
(1.10, 
1.45) 1.25*** 
(1.09, 
1.44) 
Prioritise safety 
over rehabilitation     1.51*** 
(1.27, 
1.79) 1.51*** 
(1.27, 
1.79) 1.50*** 
(1.26, 
1.78) 1.32** 
(1.11, 
1.59) 1.29** 
(1.07, 
1.54) 
Crime is the 
product of social 
context       0.85* 
(0.75, 
0.97) 0.85* 
(0.75, 
0.97) 0.84** 
(0.74, 
0.96) 0.83** 
(0.72, 
0.95) 
Crime is a choice       1.02 
(0.91, 
1.15) 1.03 
(0.91, 
1.16) 0.96 
(0.85, 
1.09) 0.95 
(0.84, 
1.08) 
Fear (I sometimes 
fear parolees)         1.03 
(0.91, 
1.18) 0.95 
(0.83, 
1.08) 0.93 
(0.81, 
1.06) 
Punitiveness           1.91*** 
(1.48, 
2.46) 1.82*** 
(1.41, 
2.35) 
Belief in 
Redeemability                         0.68*** 
(0.54, 
0.87) 
* p ≤.05, ** p ≤ .01, *** p ≤ .001 
Notes. Weighted sample N = 1,079. Parole Supporters n = 522; Parole Opponents n = 403; Fence Sitters n = 153. Data weighted to account for telephone type, 
education by age, region, gender & country of birth. Controlling for demographic variables (age, income, education, employment & parental status).        
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Table 7, Part 2: Sequential multinomial logistic regression predicting parole attitudes 
  Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 Model 7 
  OR 
95% 
CI OR 95% CI OR 
95% 
CI OR 
95% 
CI OR 
95% 
CI OR 95% CI OR 95% CI 
Contrast 2: Fence Sitters versus Parole Supporters (reference) 
Female 1.77** 
(1.21, 
2.59) 1.79** 
(1.22, 
2.63) 1.81** 
(1.23, 
2.66) 1.81** 
(1.23, 
2.66) 1.87** 
(1.27, 
2.75) 1.90*** 
(1.28, 
2.80) 1.80** 
(1.22, 
2.66) 
Crime salience   0.94 
(0.64, 
1.39) 0.92 
(0.61, 
1.38) 0.92 
(0.61, 
1.39) 0.98 
(0.65, 
1.49) 1.06 
(0.69, 
1.62) 1.06 
(0.69, 
1.62) 
Society obligated 
to assist prisoner 
re-entry     0.87 
(0.72, 
1.05) 0.87 
(0.72, 
1.05) 0.86 
(0.71, 
1.04) 0.84 
(0.69, 
1.02) 0.86 
(0.70, 
1.04) 
Fund prisoner 
treatment / 
education 
programs     0.89 
(0.71, 
1.10) 0.88 
(0.71, 
1.10) 0.89 
(0.72, 
1.11) 0.88 
(0.71, 
1.10) 0.92 
(0.74, 
1.15) 
Funds prisons to 
incapacitate 
longer     1.01 
(0.87, 
1.17) 1.01 
(0.87, 
1.18) 1.03 
(0.88, 
1.21) 1.07 
(0.91, 
1.26) 1.06 
(0.90, 
1.25) 
Prioritise safety 
over rehabilitation     0.90 
(0.76, 
1.08) 0.91 
(0.76, 
1.08) 0.93 
(0.78, 
1.11) 0.97 
(0.80, 
1.18) 0.95 
(0.78, 
1.15) 
Crime is the 
product of social 
context       0.98 
(0.82, 
1.17) 0.98 
(0.82, 
1.18) 0.99 
(0.83, 
1.18) 0.97 
(0.81, 
1.17) 
Crime is a choice       0.97 
(0.83, 
1.13) 0.97 
(0.83, 
1.13) 1.00 
(0.85, 
1.17) 1.00 
(0.85, 
1.18) 
Fear (I sometimes 
fear parolees)         0.87 
(0.74, 
1.03) 0.91 
(0.76, 
1.08) 0.89 
(0.74, 
1.06) 
Punitiveness           0.79 
(0.58, 
1.06) 0.74* 
(0.55, 
1.00) 
Belief in 
Redeemability             0.65** 
(0.48, 
0.89) 
* p ≤.05, ** p ≤ .01, *** p ≤ .001             
Notes. Weighted sample N = 1,079. Parole Supporters n = 522; Parole Opponents n = 403; Fence Sitters n = 153. Data weighted to account for telephone type, 
education by age, region, gender & country of birth. Controlling for demographic variables (age, income, education, employment & parental status).        
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Table 7, Part 3: Sequential multinomial logistic regression predicting parole attitudes 
  Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 Model 7 
 OR 95% CI OR 
95% 
CI OR 
95% 
CI OR 95% CI OR 
95% 
CI OR 
95% 
CI OR 
95% 
CI 
Contrast 3: Fence Sitters versus Parole Opponents (reference) 
Female 0.92 
(0.62, 
1.36) 1.01 
(0.68, 
1.50) 0.92 
(0.60, 
1.39) 0.93 
(0.61, 
1.41) 0.97 
(0.64, 
1.47) 0.97 
(0.63, 
1.49) 0.99 
(0.64, 
1.51) 
Crime salience   0.51*** 
(0.33, 
0.77) 0.87 
(0.55, 
1.37) 0.88 
(0.56, 
1.39) 0.95 
(0.60, 
1.52) 1.20 
(0.74, 
1.95) 1.20 
(0.74, 
1.95) 
Society obligated 
to assist prisoner 
re-entry     1.27** 
(1.05, 
1.54) 1.25* 
(1.03, 
1.51) 1.24* 
(1.02, 
1.50) 1.15 
(0.94, 
1.40) 1.15 
(0.95, 
1.41) 
Fund prisoner 
treatment / 
education 
programs     1.36** 
(1.10, 
1691) 
1.34*
* 
(1.08, 
1.66) 1.35** 
(1.09, 
1.69) 1.32** 
(1.06, 
1.65) 1.32** 
(1.06, 
1.66) 
Funds prisons to 
incapacitate 
longer     0.73*** 
(0.61, 
0.86) 
0.74*
** 
(0.62, 
0.87) 0.76** 
(0.64, 
0.90) 0.85 
(0.71, 
1.02) 0.85 
(0.71, 
1.02) 
Prioritise safety 
over rehabilitation     0.60*** 
(0.49, 
0.74) 
0.60*
** 
(0.49, 
0.74) 0.62*** 
(0.50, 
0.77) 0.74** 
(0.59, 
0.92) 0.74** 
(0.59, 
0.93) 
Crime is the 
product of social 
context       1.15 
(0.96, 
1.38) 1.15 
(0.96, 
1.39) 1.17 
(0.97, 
1.42) 1.18 
(0.97, 
1.42) 
Crime is a choice       0.95 
(0.80, 
1.11) 0.95 
(0.80, 
1.11) 1.04 
(0.88, 
1.23) 1.05 
(0.88, 
1.25) 
Fear (I sometimes 
fear parolees)         0.85 
(0.71, 
1.01) 0.95 
(0.79, 
1.15) 0.95 
(0.79, 
1.15) 
Punitiveness           0.41*** 
(0.29, 
0.57) 0.41*** 
(0.29, 
0.57) 
Belief in 
Redeemability                         0.96 
(0.69, 
1.33) 
* p ≤.05, ** p ≤ .01, *** p ≤ .001            
Notes. Weighted sample N = 1,079. Parole Supporters n = 522; Parole Opponents n = 403; Fence Sitters n = 153. Data weighted to account for telephone type, 
education by age, region, gender & country of birth. Controlling for demographic variables (age, income, education, employment & parental status).        
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There, the OR associated with being a woman increased to 1.90 (p = <0.001), although respondents’ 
punitiveness scores were not a significant predictor in this model. Finally, in Model 7, with the 
addition of respondents’ ‘Belief in Redeemability’ scores, the odds of a woman being a Fence Sitter 
rather than a Parole Supporter decreased in effect size and significance to 1.80 (p = <0.01). When 
considered together with the findings of the first comparison, these results show that women have 
greater odds of opposing or taking a neutral stance toward parole than they do for supporting parole.  
In addition to gender, two other variables were significant predictors in the final model for 
this comparison. With every one-point decrease in respondents’ punitiveness score (indicating less 
punitive views toward offenders), the odds of being a Fence Sitter increased 1.35 times (i.e., 1/0.74). 
This finding is interesting, as it was expected that less punitive attitudes would result in greater odds 
of supporting parole, rather than taking a neutral position toward it. Finally, for every one-point 
decrease in respondents’ score on the ‘Belief in Redeemability’ scale, the odds of being classified as 
a Fence Sitter relative to a Parole Supporter increased 1.54 times (i.e., 1/0.65). Put simply, the less 
strongly one believed in the ability of offenders to change and desist from criminal activity, the higher 
the odds they would take a neutral position toward parole rather than to support it. 
5.3.2.3 Fence Sitters versus Parole Opponents 
Finally, Table 7, Part 3 compares Fence Sitters and Parole Opponents, where the latter category acts 
as the reference category. This third comparison was provided for the purposes of illustrating the 
differences between Fence Sitters and Parole Opponents, given the important and numerous 
differences that were identified between these two groups earlier in this chapter. For this comparison, 
there were three significant predictors in the final model. However, unlike the two other contrasts, 
being a woman was not a significant predictor in any of the seven models.  
For this comparison, in the final model, for every one-point increase in the belief that 
additional funding should be allocated to treatment and education programs for prisoners, the odds of 
being a Fence Sitter, as opposed to a Parole Opponent, increased 1.32 times. On the other hand, with 
every one-point decrease in the desire to see community safety be prioritised over offender 
rehabilitation, the odds of being a Fence Sitter increased 1.35 times (i.e., 1/0.74). In simple terms, the 
more strongly a respondent believed that funding should be provided to treat prisoners, and the less 
strongly they felt that community safety must trump offender rehabilitation, the higher the odds that 
a respondent would take a neutral position toward parole rather than to oppose it. Lastly, with every 
one-point decrease in respondents’ punitiveness score, the odds of being classified as a Fence Sitter 
increased 2.44 times (i.e., 1/0.41). Thus, respondents with less punitive views toward offenders had 
greater odds of taking a neutral position toward the early release of prisoners than to oppose it. 
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5.3.3 Assessing model fit 
I conducted several diagnostic tests for the MLR models presented above to establish how well the 
model fit my data and whether the “probabilities produced by the model accurately reflect the true 
outcome experience in the data” (Hosmer et al., 2013, p. 153). This is referred to as the model’s 
‘goodness of fit’ (Hosmer et al., 2013). Assessing the fit of the model can be done in several ways. 
Firstly, model fit can be evaluated by reviewing the significance of the predictor variables for each 
block of variables added to the model. In Model 1, where gender is the only predictor, the model 
significantly predicted the outcome variable better than the intercept-only model, X2 = (12, N = 1,071) 
= 61.21, p = <0.001. When crime salience was added in the second block of variables, the overall 
model improved again, X2 = (14, N = 1,071) = 79.57, p = <0.001. In the third block of variables, with 
the addition of the four correctional goals to the model, the overall model improved from the 
intercept-only model, X2 = (22, N = 1,071) = 249.84, p = <0.001. The fourth block of variables, 
fundamental beliefs about offending, also improved the model, X2 = (26, N = 1,071) = 256.77, p = 
<0.001. The fifth block of variables introduced fear of parolees. With the addition of this variable, 
the model improved slightly, X2 = (28, N = 1,071) = 260.38, p = <0.001. In the sixth block, with the 
addition of respondents’ punitiveness scale scores, the model improved from the intercept-only 
model, X2 = (30, N = 1,071) = 296.71, p = <0.001. Finally, with the addition of respondents’ ‘Belief 
in Redeemability’ scale scores, the model improved again, X2 = (32, N = 1,071) = 309.80, p = <0.001. 
The second test of model fit involves the examination of the pseudo R2 measures provided in 
the MLR output. In terms of evaluating the effect size of a logistic regression model, McFadden’s 
index is generally preferred over other pseudo R2 measures because it is conceptually similar to an 
OLS coefficient of determination (Peng et al., 2002). In addition, McFadden’s index allows models 
comprised of different predictor variables to be compared, a feature that is particularly useful for 
logistic regression models where different groups of predictor variables are added to a model 
sequentially (Peng et al., 2002). McFadden’s index represents a conversion of the likelihood ratio 
statistic to mimic an R2 value with a range of 0 to 1 (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). The value of 
McFadden’s index, however, tends to be lower than R2, and for multiple regression, values in the 
range of .2 to .4 are considered highly satisfactory (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). McFadden’s index 
is represented by the following equation: 
RMFA
2 =1-
LL(Full) - (K +1)
LL(Null)
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where LL(Full) and LL(Null) represent the maximised likelihood value for the fitted model 
and the constant-only model, respectively (Walker & Smith, 2016). This index adjusts for the number 
of predictors (K) in the model (Walker & Smith, 2016). 
In the sequential MLR model, McFadden’s index increased from .028 with the female variable 
to .037 with the addition of the crime salience variable. Then, with the addition of the correctional 
goals, the index increased to .116, and then to .119 once fundamental beliefs about offending were 
added to the model. In the next block of variables, where the ‘fear of parolees’ variable was added, 
McFadden’s index increased to .121, and then to .138 with the addition of the punitiveness scale. 
Finally, the value of McFadden’s index increased to .144 with the addition of the ‘Belief in 
Redeemability’ scale. This indicates a moderate effect size (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). 
Two other measures of effect size, Cox and Snell’s pseudo R2 and Nagelkerke’s pseudo R2, 
were also evaluated to assess how well the model fit the data. The Cox and Snell index is represented 
by the following equation:  
RCS
2 =1- (
L(Null)
L(Full)
)
2
N⁄
 
where L(Null) and L(Full) are the likelihood functions for the constant-only model and the 
model with all predictors, respectively, and N is the sample size (Walker & Smith, 2016). For the 
fitted model, the Cox and Snell index increased from .055 in the first block of variables to .250 in the 
final block, representing an increase of .195. Again, the addition of each block of variables increased 
the value of the Cox and Snell index, providing evidence of the incremental predictive validity of 
each block of variables added to the model.  
The Nagalkerke R2 value is a less conservative measure than McFadden’s index and represents 
a ‘corrected’ version of the Cox and Snell index, as it constrains the index value to a value below 1.0 
(Walker & Smith, 2016).  This index, as provided by Walker and Smith (2016), is represented by the 
following equation: 
RN
2 =
1- (
L(Null)
L(Full)
)
2
N⁄
1- L(Null)
2
N⁄
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In the fitted model, the Nagelkerke’s R2 value increased from .064 in the first block of 
variables to .289 in the final model. This represents a total increase of .225, with each block of 
variables increasing the Nagalkerke R2 value.  
For the third test, I examined the accuracy of classifications produced by the model. Table 8 
sets out the classification accuracy for the three categories of the outcome variable by each sequential 
block of predictor variables added to the model. The accuracy of predicting parole attitudes for the 
three categories overall increased 9.1 per cent from 52 per cent to 61.1 per cent across all blocks of 
predictor variables. The accuracy of predicting Parole Opponents improved from 32 per cent in the 
female-only model to 63.1 per cent once all other variables were added. On the other hand, the 
accuracy of predicting Parole Supporters decreased from 82.7 per cent to 77.6 per cent in the final 
model. Interestingly, the model provided no correct classifications for the Fence Sitters across all 
sequential blocks of variables.  
Table 8: Multinomial Logistic Regression Classification Accuracy for Predicting Attitudes 
Toward Parole by Sequential Block 
  
Model 1a Model 2b  Model 3c  Model 4d  Model 5e Model 6f  
 
Model 7g  
 
Parole 
Opponents 32.0% 41.0% 59.4% 61.9% 62.0% 64.6% 63.1% 
Fence Sitters 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
Parole 
Supporters 82.7% 76.5% 77.8% 76.1% 76.4% 76.6% 77.6% 
Total  52.0% 52.4% 59.9% 60.0% 60.1% 61.2% 61.1% 
Notes. Weighted sample N = 1,079. Parole Supporters n = 522; Parole Opponents n = 403; Fence 
Sitters n = 153. Data weighted to account for telephone type, education by age, region, gender 
and country of birth.    
a Model 1 (Female); b Model 2 (+ Instrumental); c Model 3 (+ Correctional Goals); d Model 4 (+ 
Fundamental Beliefs); e Model 5 (+ Fear of parolees); f Model 6 (+ Punitiveness); g Model 7 (+ 
Beliefs in Redeemability).         
 
Finally, the log-likelihood test was conducted to assess the improvement in the model’s fit 
with the inclusion of each predictor variable. This test provides a measure of the amount of 
unexplained variability in the data and is calculated by summing the probabilities associated with the 
observed and predicted values of the outcome to assess the model’s fit (Field, 2009; Tabachnick & 
Fidell, 2007). Large values of the log-likelihood statistic are generally an indication of a poorly fitted 
model (Field, 2009). The equation for the log-likelihood test, as set out by Field (2009), is as follows: 
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log-likelihood=∑ [
N
i=1
Yi ln (P(Yi ))+(1-Yi) ln (1-P(Yi))] 
Table 9 displays the results of the log-likelihood test. This table shows that in the overall 
model, eight variables significantly predicted public attitudes toward parole: female; a belief that 
society is obliged to assist with prisoner re-entry; a desire to see additional funding allocated to 
effective prisoner treatment and education programs; a desire for additional funds to be allocated to 
prisons; a belief that community safety ought to be prioritised over offender rehabilitation; a belief 
that crime is the product of social context; a desire for the harsher treatment of offenders; and a belief 
in redemption. Except for crime salience, predictor variables from each sequential block contributed 
significantly to predicting parole attitudes, indicating a good fitting model.  
Table 9: Multinomial Logistic Regression Results of Significant Predictors of Parole 
Attitudes Categories 
 
Model Fitting 
Criteria Likelihood Ratio Tests 
Effect 
-2 Log Likelihood 
of Reduced Model Chi-Square   df 
Intercept 1843.71 4.20   2 
Female 1857.01 17.50 *** 2 
Instrumental       
Crime salience 1840.20 0.70  2 
Correctional goals      
Society obligated to assist prisoner re-entry 1856.85 17.34 *** 2 
Fund prisoner treatment/education programs 1859.26 19.75 *** 2 
Funds prisons to incapacitate longer 1850.22 10.71 ** 2 
Prioritise safety over rehabilitation 1848.70 9.19 ** 2 
Fundamental beliefs about offenders      
Crime is the product of social context 1847.33 7.82 * 2 
Crime is a choice 1840.15 0.64  2 
Other      
Fear (I sometimes fear parolees) 1841.83 2.32  2 
Punitiveness 1873.18 33.67 *** 2 
Belief in Redeemability 1852.60 13.09 *** 2 
* p ≤.05, ** p ≤ .01, *** p ≤ .001           
Notes. Weighted sample N = 1,079. Parole Supporters n = 522; Parole Opponents n = 403; 
Fence Sitters n = 153. Data weighted to account for telephone type, education by age, region, 
gender and country of birth.  Age, income, education, employment & parental status 
controlled.           
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In summary, the MLR model for predicting parole attitudes based on seven sequentially added 
blocks of predictor variables was a good fitting model. Each block of variables added to the model 
significantly improved the intercept-only model. An examination of effect sizes showed an increase 
in all three pseudo R2 values across each block of variables. Finally, the likelihood-ratio test 
confirmed that variables from all but one block of predictor variables significantly predicted attitudes 
toward parole. 
5.4 Do respondents’ reported sense of fear of parolees, punitiveness, beliefs about redemption 
and/or parental status moderate the relationship between gender and parole attitudes? 
The third and final research question queried whether the relationship between gender and parole 
attitudes was modified by other predictor variables. To answer this, I tested for interactions between 
gender and fear of parolees, punitive attitudes toward offenders, beliefs about redemption, and 
parental status. This part of the analysis was motivated by research that suggests, for example, that 
women may oppose early release procedures because of their higher levels of fear (Haghighi & Lopez, 
1998; LaGrange & Ferraro, 1989) and that men may be more punitive toward offenders when they 
have children (Welch, 2011). Further, because men and women appear to have diverging views on 
how harshly offenders ought to be punished (Payne et al., 2004; Sprott, 1999) and whether offenders 
can change (O’Sullivan et al., 2017), these diverging views could foreseeably result in varying levels 
of support for parole. Thus, it was important to further scrutinise the relationship between gender and 
parole support to uncover whether this relationship was influenced by a third moderating variable.  
5.4.1 The effect of fear of parolees on gender differences in parole attitudes  
To begin, I examined how gender differences in parole attitudes varied as a function of respondents’ 
fear of parolees. Testing the interaction between being female and fear allowed me to explore 
whether, for instance, the combination of being a woman and being fearful of parolees affected the 
odds of supporting parole. Although the main effect of fear on parole attitudes was not significant in 
any of the three contrasts in the adjusted multivariate MLR model, this does not necessarily preclude 
this variable from reaching statistical significance when introduced into the model as a product term 
with the female variable. In theory, there are reasons to expect that men and women may be differently 
affected by fear when it comes to their views on criminal justice processes, like parole. For instance, 
it has been suggested that because women report higher levels of fear of crime than men, they may 
be more punitive toward offenders, preferring longer sentences and opposing early release on parole 
(Haghighi & Lopez, 1998; LaGrange & Ferraro, 1989). A possible interaction between gender and 
fear, therefore, warranted further examination. 
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When examining gender differences as part of an interaction, it is preferable to conduct the 
analysis through product terms in a single equation, as opposed to calculating separate regression 
equations for males and females using a split sample, because the former approach formally tests the 
difference between logistic coefficients while not altering the contribution of the other predictor 
variables in the model (Jaccard, 2001). Thus, to test the interaction between gender and fear on parole 
attitudes, I created a variable equal to the product of the value of the female variable (where female 
= 1, male = 0) and the value of the fear variable (measured on a scale from 1 to 5) (Hosmer & 
Lemeshow, 2000). I then ran the MLR model including that product term and controlling for the full 
set of predictor variables included in the multivariate model. If the interaction term was significant, 
this would indicate that the effect of my focal predictor variable (being female) on the outcome 
variable (parole attitudes) was different at different values of the moderating variable (fear) (Hosmer 
& Lemeshow, 2000; Jaccard, 2001).  
This analysis revealed a significant interaction (p = 0.021) between being female and fear of 
parolees in one of the three comparisons, namely the comparison between Parole Opponents versus 
Parole Supporters (see Table 10).  
Table 10: The relationship between being a woman and fear of parolees on parole attitudes: 
Parole Opponents versus Parole Supporters 
  B SE OR   95% CI 
Intercept -0.567 0.874       
Female 1.496 0.421 4.46 *** (1.96, 10.18) 
Fear (I sometimes fear parolees) 0.088 0.099 1.09   (0.90, 1.33) 
Female x Fear of parolees  -0.292 0.127 0.75 * (0.58, 0.96) 
* p ≤.05, ** p ≤ .01, *** p ≤ .001      
Note. Model is adjusted for full set of predictor variables    
 
To illustrate how the relationship between gender and the odds of opposing rather than 
supporting parole change at specific levels of fear, the moderating variable (fear) can be transformed 
by centring it, either to meaningful threshold values, or alternatively, to its mean and to one standard 
deviation above and below its mean (Hayes & Matthes, 2009). The latter approach, which is referred 
to as the ‘pick-a-point’ approach, is one of the more commonly used methods for exploring interaction 
effects, where representative values of the moderator variable (for instance, low, average and high 
values) are selected and the effect of the focal variable are then estimated at those values (Hayes & 
Matthes, 2009). I adopted the pick-a-point approach for exploring the interaction effects as this 
method of transforming the fear variable so that it represented low, average, and high fear scores 
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would allow me to examine how clearly differentiated levels of fear affect the ORs associated with 
being classed as an opponent of parole (rather than a supporter of parole) for male and female 
respondents.  
Following this approach, I transformed the original fear variable into three new variables that 
reflected different levels of fear. Descriptive statistics showed that the average score on the fear 
variable for respondents was 2.94, with a standard deviation of 1.24. Therefore, I created an average 
fear variable with a mean value of 0 (by subtracting 2.94 from each score on the original fear variable). 
I then created a low fear variable with a mean of 1.24, by subtracting 1.70 (i.e., 2.94 – 1.24) from 
each fear score, and a high fear variable with a mean of -1.24, by subtracting 4.18 (i.e., 2.94 + 1.24) 
from each fear score. Product terms between each of these transformed fear variables and the female 
variable were also created.  
To explore the odds of opposing parole for female respondents at low, average, and high levels 
of fear, MLR analyses were then carried out in models which included each of the transformed fear 
variables, together with their interaction term with the female variable, and the female variable. The 
logistic coefficients associated with female respondents being classed as a Parole Opponent (as 
opposed to a Parole Supporter) at each level of fear are set out in Table 11 below.  
Table 11: Logistic coefficients showing effect of fear levels on Parole Opponents versus 
Parole Supporters, for female respondents 
     
       
  Low Fear Average Fear High Fear 
 B Exp(B)   
95% 
CI 
B Exp(B)   
95% 
CI 
B Exp(B) 
95% 
CI 
Female 1.0 2.72 *** 
(1.71, 
4.33) 0.64 1.89 *** 
(1.37, 
2.61) 0.27 1.31 
(0.86, 
2.01) 
* p ≤.05, ** p ≤ .01, *** p ≤ .001               
Note. Model is adjusted for full set of predictor variables. Weighted N = 1,079. Parole Supporters 
n = 522; Parole Opponents n = 403; Fence Sitters n = 153. Data weighted to account for 
telephone type, education by age, region, gender and country of birth.  
If there were no interaction effect between being female and fear, then a given OR should be 
the same value when fear levels are low, for example, as when they are average or high (Jaccard, 
2001). It is apparent from Table 11, however, that the ORs associated with opposing parole for female 
respondents at the three different levels of fear had varying values, ranging from 1.31 to 2.72. This 
confirmed that the effect of gender on opposition to parole was dependent on respondents’ level of 
fear. Specifically, at an average level of fear, the odds that female respondents, relative to male 
respondents, would oppose parole increased 1.89 times (p = <.001). On the other hand, at a low level 
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of fear, these odds increased to 2.72 times (p = <.001). At a high level of fear, the odds that female 
respondents, relative to male respondents, would oppose parole increased 1.31 times, although this 
coefficient was not significant. 
The interaction between being female and fear of parolees had an associated OR value of 0.75 
(p = 0.021) (as shown in Table 10). This is a conditioned coefficient, so 0.75 represents the 
multiplicative factor by which the OR comparing the predicted odds for females and the predicted 
odds for men changes given a one-unit increase in fear of parolees (Jaccard, 2001). 
These results confirmed that differing levels of fear of parolees influenced the likelihood of 
women opposing parole. However, contrary to the argument that women who are more fearful of 
crime will be more likely to demand longer sentences for offenders and to oppose parole release 
(Haghighi & Lopez, 1998; LaGrange & Ferraro, 1989), the women with the greatest odds of opposing 
the release of offenders on parole were those who reported feeling the least fearful of parolees. It is 
possible that this finding indicates that women’s opposition to parole is unrelated to their fear of 
parolees. One must also question, however, whether women may have downplayed their feelings 
when asked how fearful they were of becoming a victim of a crime committed by a parolee because 
they were mindful of avoiding any suggestion or insinuation that their strong views on parole were 
caused by feelings of fear and, therefore, irrational.  
5.4.2 The effect of punitiveness on gender differences in parole attitudes  
Next, I explored whether gender differences in parole attitudes varied as a function of respondents’ 
punitiveness toward offenders. This analysis revealed a significant interaction (p = 0.02) between 
being female and punitiveness in the contrast between Parole Opponents and Parole Supporters, as 
well as a significant interaction (p = 0.04) in the contrast between Fence Sitters and Parole Opponents 
(see Table 12).  
To illustrate the interaction between being a woman and punitiveness on parole attitudes, I 
took a similar approach to that taken above, transforming the punitiveness variable into three separate 
variables representing low, average, and high punitiveness scores. Descriptive statistics showed the 
mean punitiveness score for survey respondents was 3.72, with a standard deviation of 0.86. Thus, I 
transformed this variable into a low punitiveness variable with a mean of 0.86, by subtracting 2.86 
(i.e., 3.72 – 0.86) from the original punitiveness scores, and a high punitiveness variable with a mean 
of -0.86, by subtracting 4.58 (i.e., 3.72 + 0.86) from each punitiveness score. Finally, I created an 
average punitiveness score with a mean of 0 by subtracting 3.72 from each original punitiveness 
score.  
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Table 12: The relationship between being a woman and punitiveness on parole attitudes 
  B SE OR   95% CI 
Contrast 1:  Parole Opponents versus Parole Supporters (reference) 
Intercept -0.123 0.984       
Female 2.574 0.867 13.12 ** (2.40, 71.78) 
Punitiveness 0.858 0.176 2.36 *** (1.67, 3.33) 
Female x Punitiveness -0.499 0.217 0.61 * (0.40, 0.93) 
Contrast 2: Fence Sitters versus Parole Opponents (reference)  
Intercept 3.291 1.253       
Female -2.175 1.031 0.11 * (0.01, 0.86) 
Punitiveness -1.201 0.228 0.30 *** (0.19, 0.47) 
Female x Punitiveness 0.561 0.272 1.75 * (1.03, 2.99) 
* p ≤.05, ** p ≤ .01, *** p ≤ .001     
Note. Model is adjusted for full set of independent variables    
 
To begin, I explored the logistic coefficients associated with female respondents being classed 
as a Parole Opponent (as opposed to a Parole Supporter) at low, average and high levels of 
punitiveness (see contrast 1 in Table 13 below). Again, if there was no interaction effect, the OR 
values should remain the same regardless of whether punitiveness scale scores were low, average or 
high (Jaccard, 2001). That analysis showed that, relative to male respondents, the odds that female 
respondents would oppose parole when they had a low punitiveness score increased 3.16 times (p = 
<.001). On the other hand, at average levels of punitiveness, these odds increased 2.05 times (p = 
<.001). Finally, at high levels of punitiveness, the odds of opposing parole for female respondents, 
relative to male respondents, increased 1.33 times, although this coefficient was not significant. This 
confirmed that, as for fear, the effect of gender on opposing rather than supporting parole was 
dependent on respondents’ punitiveness scale scores. 
The interaction term between being female and punitiveness scores had an OR of 0.61 (p = 
0.021) (as shown in Table 12). Thus, given a one-unit increase in punitiveness, the predicted odds for 
females compared to the predicted odds for males changed by a factor of 0.61. Together, these results 
showed that at high levels of punitiveness, there were no statistically significant differences in the 
odds of opposing parole between male and female respondents. However, significant differences were 
found at low and average levels of punitiveness. Most notably, it was women who were the least 
punitive who were most likely to oppose the early release of prisoners on parole.  
Next, I explored how the odds of being a Fence Sitter (as opposed to a Parole Opponent) 
changed at differing levels of punitiveness for male and female respondents (see contrast 2, in Table 
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13 below). Here, the ORs associated with a female respondent, relative to a male respondent, taking 
a neutral position toward parole were not significant at either low, average, or high levels of 
punitiveness. To explore this interaction further, therefore, it was necessary to look beyond values of 
punitiveness that were centred on the mean value, and one standard deviation above and below this 
value. An examination of the lower (i.e., 1) and upper (i.e., 5) threshold values of the range for this 
variable revealed that it was at the lower range of punitiveness that a significant coefficient value was 
found. Specifically, at the lowest score for punitiveness (i.e., 1), the odds that female respondents, 
relative to male respondents, would take a neutral view on parole decreased 0.20 times. The 
interaction term here had an OR value of 1.75 (p = 0.04) (as shown in Table 12 above), indicating 
that with every one-unit increase in punitiveness, the predicted odds for female respondents, relative 
to male respondents, increased by a factor of 1.75.  
Table 13: Logistic coefficients showing effect of punitiveness levels for female respondents 
  Low Punitiveness Average Punitiveness High Punitiveness 
Contrast 1: Parole Opponents versus Parole Supporters (reference) 
 B Exp(B) 95% CI B Exp(B) 
95% 
CI 
B Exp(B) 95% CI 
Female 1.15 3.16*** 
(1.80, 
5.52) 0.72 2.05*** 
(1.46, 
2.87) 0.29 1.33 
(0.87, 
2.05) 
Contrast 2: Fence Sitters versus Parole Opponents (reference)       
Female -0.57 0.56 
(0.30, 
1.07) -0.09 0.92 
(0.58, 
1.45) 0.39 1.49 
(0.77, 
2.89) 
* p ≤.05, ** p ≤ .01, *** p ≤ .001       
Note. Model is adjusted for full set of predictor variables. Weighted N = 1,079. Parole Supporters 
n = 522; Parole Opponents n = 403; Fence Sitters n = 153. Data weighted to account for 
telephone type, education by age, region, gender and country of birth. 
 
Considered together, the interaction effects for both comparisons indicate that while at a high 
level of punitiveness toward offenders, there were no significant differences in the views adopted by 
men and women toward parole, significant differences were found at low levels of punitiveness. 
Specifically, contrary to expectations, the odds that women would oppose rather than support parole 
were at their highest at a low level of punitiveness. On the other hand, the odds that women would be 
neutral toward parole (relative to opposing parole) decreased at the lowest level of punitiveness.  
With the link between punitiveness and anger (Johnson, 2009), this finding also led me to 
question whether there was indeed no link between a person’s views on how harshly offenders ought 
to be punished and their level of support for parole, or alternatively, whether women might have 
distanced themselves from their punitive feelings due to gendered feeling rules that establish anger is 
not an appropriately feminine emotion (Holmes, 2004; Sorial, 2019). I return to this question later. 
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5.4.3 The effect of beliefs about redemption on gender differences in parole attitudes  
I also tested whether the effect of gender on parole attitudes varied at different levels of beliefs about 
redemption for offenders. Here, despite the ‘Belief in Redeemability’ variable having a significant 
main effect in the comparison between Parole Opponents and Parole Supporters, as well as between 
Fence Sitters and Parole Supporters, no significant interaction between being female and this variable 
on parole attitudes was found. This suggests that the effect of gender on parole attitudes was 
unaffected by varying levels of support for the idea of redemption for offenders. 
5.4.4 The effect of parental status on gender differences in parole attitudes 
Finally, I examined whether parental status moderated the relationship between gender and parole 
attitudes to determine whether the effect of gender on the outcome variable significantly differed 
amongst parents and non-parents. In the national survey, respondents were asked to describe the 
current composition of their household. Respondents who said they were a ‘couple with children 
(including children aged 18 years and older)’ or a ‘one parent family’ were coded as having children. 
All other respondents, including those who said they were a ‘couple without children’ or a ‘one person 
household’ were coded as not having children. Given the findings of previous research, it was 
hypothesised that parental status would moderate the relationship between gender and attitudes 
toward parole, with parenthood expected to lead individuals to assume a “more defensive stance 
against crime” and consequently, reduce their support for parole (Welch, 2011, p. 897).  
5.4.4.1 Parole Opponents v Parole Supporters 
To test the interaction between gender and parental status on parole attitudes in the comparison 
between Parole Opponents and Parole Supporters, I followed the approach suggested by Kaufman 
(2018) for exploring interactions between two dichotomous variables. Specifically, I created a 
variable that was equal to the product of the value of the Female variable (where female = 1, male = 
0) and the Parental Status variable (where respondent has kids = 1, other = 0). I then ran the MLR 
model including the Female variable, the Parental Status variable, and the product term of these 
variables, while controlling for the full set of predictor variables included in the multivariate model. 
The coefficients for that model are set out as Model 1 in Table 14 below. In the model, the OR value 
associated with the Female variable (2.27) represents the effect of gender on opposing parole (rather 
than supporting it) for non-parents. This value was statistically significant (p = <.001).  
The effect of gender on the outcome variable for parents could also be calculated, in part, 
from Model 1. This effect was represented by the product of the OR value for the Female variable 
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(2.27) and the OR value for the interaction term of Female x Respondent Has Kids (0.58). Thus, the 
OR value representing the effect of gender on opposing rather than supporting parole for parents was 
equal to 1.32 (i.e., 2.27 x 0.58). To establish whether that effect was significant, however, it was 
necessary to run a second MLR model. 
For the second model, I created a new variable, ‘Respondent No Kids’ (where respondent 
does not have children = 1, other = 0). I added this variable into the MLR model, together with the 
Female variable and the product term of these two variables. Again, the full set of predictor variables 
were included in the model. The results of that model (set out as Model 2 in Table 14), showed that 
the OR value associated with the Female variable (1.32), which represents the effect of gender on the 
odds of opposing, rather than supporting parole, for parents was not statistically significant (p = .246).  
Table 14: The effect of parental status on gender differences Contrast 1: Parole Opponents 
versus Parole Supporters 
  B SE OR   95% CI 
Model 1: Male as reference category     
Intercept -0.349 0.860       
Female 0.822 0.211 2.27 *** (1.50, 3.44) 
Respondent has kids 0.358 0.230 1.43  (0.91, 2.25) 
Female x Respondent has kids -0.539 0.313 0.58  (0.32, 1.08) 
Model 2: Non-parent as reference category       
Intercept 0.009 0.861    
Female 0.282 0.244 1.32  (0.82, 2.14) 
Respondent no kids -0.358 0.230 0.70  (0.44, 1.10) 
Female x Respondent no kids 0.539 0.313 1.71   (0.93, 3.16) 
* p ≤.05, ** p ≤ .01, *** p ≤ .001     
Notes. Model is adjusted for full set of independent variables. 
Parole Supporters act as the reference category.   
 
Together, these results showed that being female increased the odds of opposing than 
supporting parole, but that, unexpectedly, the gender effects were almost twice as large for non-
parents (OR = 2.27) than for parents (OR = 1.32). An effect of gender for non-parents with an OR 
value of 2.27 (p = <.001) means that the odds of opposing, rather than supporting, parole were twice 
as large for women without children than for men without children, and this difference was 
statistically significant. Among parents, the effect of gender had an OR value of 1.32 (p = .246), 
meaning that the odds of opposing parole, rather than supporting it, were almost one-third greater for 
women with children than for men with children, however this difference was not statistically 
significant.  
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5.4.4.2 Fence Sitters v Parole Supporters 
To test the interaction between gender and parental status for the comparison between Fence Sitters 
and Parole Supporters, it was necessary to examine the coefficients for this comparison from the two 
MLR models described above. The coefficients for Model 1, where the Female variable (female = 1, 
male = 0), Parental Status variable (respondent has kids = 1, other = 0), and the product of these two 
variables were entered into the model, together with the full set of predictor variables, are set out in 
Table 15 below. Here, the OR value associated with the Female variable (2.55) represents the effect 
of gender on the odds of taking a neutral position toward parole rather than supporting it, for non-
parents. As shown in Table 15, this value was statistically significant (p = <.001).  
Table 15: The effect of parental status on gender differences - Contrast 2: Fence Sitters 
versus Parole Supporters 
  B SE OR   95% CI 
Model 1: Male as reference category     
Intercept 1.717 1.050       
Female 0.937 0.255 2.55 *** (1.55, 4.21) 
Respondent has kids 0.490 0.285 1.63  (0.93, 2.85) 
Female x Respondent has kids -0.877 0.390 0.42 * (0.19, 0.89) 
Model 2: Non-parent as reference category       
Intercept 2.207 1.060    
Female 0.060 0.306 1.06  (0.58, 1.93) 
Respondent no kids -0.490 0.285 0.61  (0.35, 1.07) 
Female x Respondent no kids 0.877 0.390 2.40 * (1.12, 5.16) 
* p ≤.05, ** p ≤ .01, *** p ≤ .001     
Notes. Model is adjusted for full set of independent variables. 
Parole Supporters act as the reference category.   
 
Further, from this model, the effect of gender for parents can also be calculated. This OR 
value is equivalent to the product of the OR value for the Female variable (2.55) and the interaction 
term of Female x Respondent Has Kids (0.42). Thus, the OR value representing the effect of gender 
for Fence Sitters versus Parole Supporters for parents is equal to 1.06 (i.e., 2.55 x 0.42). To establish 
whether this effect is significant, it was necessary to examine the coefficient values from Model 2, 
where respondents without children were treated as the reference category. 
The results of Model 2 (shown in Table 15), showed that the OR value associated with the 
Female variable (1.06), which represents the effect of gender on the odds of taking a neutral view on 
parole, rather than supporting it, for parents was not statistically significant (p = .834). Like the 
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findings for the comparison between Parole Opponents and Parole Supporters, these results also 
showed that being female increased the odds of taking a neutral view on parole rather than supporting 
it, but that the gender effects were over twice as large for non-parents than for parents. An effect of 
gender for non-parents with an OR value of 2.55 (p = <.001) means the odds of taking a neutral view 
on parole, rather than supporting it, were over two and a half times as large for women without 
children than for men without children, and this difference was statistically significant. Among 
parents, the effect of gender had an OR value of 1.06 (p = .834), meaning that the odds of fence sitting 
rather than supporting parole, were slightly greater for women with children than for men with 
children, although this difference was not statistically significant. 
5.5 Summary 
The broad aim of this quantitative analysis was to better understand the relationship between gender 
and public attitudes toward parole. In this part of the analysis, I relied on a binary view of gender as 
perceived by the survey interviewer based on a respondent’s voice. This involved answering three 
key research questions. In answer to the first research question, which asked how attitudes toward 
parole were distributed across respondents from the National Study of Community Views on Parole, 
my analysis showed that the largest proportion of respondents (48.4%) could be characterised as being 
supportive of parole. A smaller proportion (37.3%) were characterised as opposing parole, and the 
remaining 14.3 per cent took a neutral view, neither opposing nor supporting the release of prisoners 
on parole. Further analysis demonstrated there were important differences between Parole Supporters, 
Parole Opponents and Fence Sitters across a range of demographic and criminal justice variables, 
thereby confirming the need to conduct additional analyses comparing these three categories. This 
finding coincides with earlier research by Fitzgerald et al. (2018) that also drew from the National 
Study of Community Views on Parole to show that members of the Australian public tended to fall 
into one of three groups when it came to their criminal justice attitudes.  
 To answer the second research question, I tested the relationship between gender and public 
attitudes toward the release of prisoners on parole using a sequential MLR analysis to determine the 
extent to which gender and other variables predicted public support, opposition or neutral views 
toward parole. Here, I expected to find greater opposition to parole amongst Australian women than 
men based on earlier literature (Fitzgerald et al., 2018; Haghighi & Lopez, 1998; O’Hear & 
Wheelock, 2015). Here, the analysis confirmed that gender was a significant predictor of parole 
attitudes and continued to be even once the effects of other demographic and criminal justice variables 
traditionally linked to attitudes toward offenders were controlled for in the model. Most notably, the 
adjusted MLR model showed that the odds that women, relative to men, would oppose rather than 
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support parole were 1.82 times (or 82%) greater. The analysis also revealed that women had greater 
odds than men of taking a neutral position toward parole rather than supporting it.  
Together, these results show that while studies generally find that women are less punitive 
toward offenders and more supportive of offender treatment and rehabilitation (Applegate et al., 2002; 
Cullen et al., 1985; Spiranovic et al., 2012), the reverse is true with respect to the release of inmates 
on parole, where it is women who hold more punitive views than men. Like Kelley and Braithwaite 
(1990) before me, this finding leads me to question whether there is something about being a woman 
in Australia that makes one more optimistic that offenders can change and redeem themselves 
(O’Sullivan et al., 2017), but at the same time, more resistant to correctional processes that support 
and monitor inmates as they re-enter the community following a prison sentence.  
Finally, this study examined whether the effect of gender on parole attitudes varied at different 
levels of respondents’ fear of parolees, punitiveness toward offenders, or beliefs about redemption, 
or by their parental status. By introducing product terms between gender and each of these variables 
into the model, I was able to determine whether there were any significant interaction effects. Those 
results confirmed there was a significant interaction between gender and fear in the comparison 
between Parole Opponents and Parole Supporters, albeit not in the expected fashion. Here, it was 
women who reported the lowest levels of fear of parolees who had the highest odds of opposing 
parole. This finding runs contrary to earlier research which indicated women, more so than men, may 
prefer that prisoners remain in prison because of their higher levels of fear (Haghighi & Lopez, 1998; 
Whitehead & Blankenship, 2000). Consequently, this finding caused me to question whether women 
had perhaps managed their feelings of fear (Hochschild, 1983) to avoid the suggestion that their 
strong views against parole were merely the result of their high levels of fear.  
A significant interaction was also found between gender and punitiveness, where the odds that 
a woman would oppose rather than support parole were highest for women who reported being the 
least punitive. Again, this was a rather unexpected finding, since it would seem logical that higher 
levels of punitiveness would be related to higher odds of opposing parole, since punitiveness was 
measured using items that reflected a person’s desire for the harsher treatment of offenders through, 
for example, tougher sentencing. This suggests that women’s opposition to parole may not stem from 
a retributive desire for punishment. Instead, it is possible that women’s opposition to parole, if not 
borne out of fear or punitiveness, might be the result of a belief that longer periods of incarceration 
offer a stronger guarantee of rehabilitation than early release (Kelley & Braithwaite, 1990). 
Alternatively, it is possible that women managed their emotions of fear and/or anger because they felt 
these feelings were not appropriate in this context or they did not want their strong opinions to be 
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reduced to being irrational, emotional women. Contrary to expectations, no significant interaction 
was found between gender and beliefs about redemption.  
Finally, this part of the analysis explored whether the effect of gender on parole attitudes was 
moderated by parental status. That analysis showed that the gender effects on opposing rather than 
supporting parole were almost twice as large for non-parents than for parents, and over twice as large 
for non-parents than for parents who took a neutral view on parole rather than to support it. These 
interaction effects were also unexpected, given previous research suggesting that it is individuals who 
have children who will take a more punitive view of offenders (Leverentz, 2011; Welch, 2011). 
Together, these results are important for confirming the gender gap in parole support amongst 
Australian men and women and motivating the need for a more in-depth exploration of the underlying 
basis for this gap. However, the quantitative results represent just the beginning, not the end, of the 
story of gendered views on parole due to the natural confines of using quantitative methods to 
understand a complex issue like public opinion. Indeed, there are several limitations of this approach 
and a few questions that remain unanswered following this analysis. Firstly, the quantitative analysis 
relied upon respondents’ ‘top of the mind’ response (Green, 2006) to a single, closed-ended question 
about parole release to measure public support for parole. While a person’s response to a broad 
question about parole will provide some insight into their views, this approach takes for granted that 
people hold complex opinions that may vary depending upon the context or wording of the question 
(Cullen, Fisher, & Applegate, 2000). Further, because many members of the public pay little attention 
to political and social issues, “survey questions do not necessarily elicit a stable and deliberate stance 
on a given issue” (Berinsky, 2017, p. 317). As a result, people’s views about an issue like parole may 
be more fluid than stable and will be difficult to accurately capture using a single-item survey 
response.  
Secondly, research shows that people generally express less punitive preferences for 
punishment when they are provided more information, including about the offender and/or the 
offence, as opposed to when they are asked to respond to broadly worded questions about unspecified 
offenders (Cullen et al., 2000; Cumberland & Zamble, 1992). In the context of public views on parole, 
Cumberland and Zamble (1992) have demonstrated that people are more supportive of parole when 
presented with a specific case involving a hypothetical offender applying for parole than they appear 
to be based only on their response to global style questions about parole. This finding may be due, in 
part, to people’s tendency to think of atypical cases involving repeat or violent offenders when asked 
global style questions about criminal justice issues (Doob & Roberts, 1984; Stalans & Diamond, 
1990). It may also be the result of the increased opportunity provided to individuals to deliberate and 
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reflect on their views (Hough & Park, 2002). Research also suggests that having additional 
information about an offence or an offender’s background may elicit a ‘care’ perspective from 
women, potentially leading them to experience more compassion toward some offenders (Kutateladze 
& Crossman, 2009). Whether a more deliberative approach or the provision of additional information 
has more of an emotional effect on women than men is, therefore, an important avenue to explore.  
Further, survey responses do not reveal the reasons underlying a person’s attitudes or beliefs 
(Roberts & Stalans, 2000). In this regard, the quantitative analysis could not explain the unexpected 
findings that women who were the least fearful of parolees and the least punitive toward offenders 
had the greatest odds of opposing parole. These findings suggest that the interplay between emotions 
like fear and anger and people’s views on parole is complex and may manifest differently for men 
and women. Moreover, the quantitative analysis did not allow me to explore whether normative views 
about gender and emotion may have influenced how men and women expressed their views on the 
release of prisoners on parole or the emotions they experienced when discussing this issue. This is an 
area requiring further empirical attention.  
These issues can be overcome, and these unanswered questions addressed, by undertaking a 
more in-depth, qualitative exploration of public attitudes toward parole. A qualitative approach will 
allow me to move beyond questions of ‘what’ and ‘how many’, and instead explore ‘why’ men and 
women feel differently (or manage their feelings differently) with respect to the issue of parole release 
(Miles & Huberman, 1994). A qualitative approach with a focus on the emotional expressions 
appearing in research interviews with men and women will also provide me a greater opportunity to 
understand the complexity of how gender and emotion are constructed by individuals when discussing 
the release of prisoners on parole (Hellum & Oláh, 2018). The findings of the qualitative analysis of 
individual, in-depth interviews are presented in the following chapter.  
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Chapter 6: Fear, anger & empathy: Exploring how men and women ‘do gender’ through their 
conformity or resistance to gendered feeling rules in a criminal justice context 
6.1 Introduction 
In this chapter I present the findings of the second phase of this study, which involves the thematic 
analysis of in-depth individual interviews with a sample of 30 Australian men and women. In this 
qualitative study, I rely on a conceptual framework that draws from Hochschild’s (1979, 1983) theory 
of emotion management to explore the interplay between gender, emotion and emotion management 
in the criminal justice context of parole decision-making. Through this framework I aim to explore 
the affective dimensions of people’s views on parole but, also, to uncover how men and women enact 
their gendered identity through their conformity or resistance to emotion rules. Put simply, I am 
interested in how emotions are part of ‘doing gender’ in the context of public opinion on criminal 
justice issues.  
As I detail in Chapter 3, I view both emotion and gender from a social constructionist 
perspective. Conceptualising emotion as socially constructed allows me to explore how men and 
women manage their emotion while navigating the boundaries between the performances of 
masculinity and femininity that are expected in other areas of social life and the performances that 
are appropriate in a criminal justice context (McQueen, 2017). Further, my understanding of gender 
as a performance provides me a broader perspective from which to observe the diversity of ways in 
which men and women negotiate emotion rules in a hypothetical parole context (Jaramillo-Sierra et 
al., 2017).  
This chapter begins with a summary of my conceptual framework. Here, I remind the reader 
of my arguments that while men’s and women’s experiences of fear, anger and empathy as mock 
parole board members may be governed in some respects by the feeling rules imposed in other social 
contexts, a criminal justice context may evoke some unique feeling rules for these emotions. 
Following this, I provide an overview of the parole decisions made by interviewees, as mock parole 
board members, with respect to the vignette detailing a hypothetical offender seeking release on 
parole (see Appendix F). This part of the analysis explores whether the gender gap in parole support 
that was identified in the previous chapter is still apparent when participants were asked to decide 
parole for a specific offender. This brief discussion is presented using a quantitative approach, which 
was necessary to transform the complex qualitative material into a more manageable form to provide 
an overview of men’s and women’s parole decisions (Maruna, 2010).  
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The primary purpose of this qualitative study is not, however, to merely compare men’s and 
women’s parole decisions for the case study. Thus, this chapter then presents the findings of the 
thematic analysis which explores, in coming to a parole decision, the interplay between gender, 
emotion and emotion management for men and women as mock parole board members. These 
findings are presented firstly, with respect to feelings of fear, then anger, and finally, empathy. This 
chapter concludes by summarising the key findings of this analysis, before the findings of both the 
quantitative and qualitative analyses are brought together as part of an overall discussion in the final 
chapter of this dissertation. First, though, it is important to briefly restate how I have conceptualised 
gender in this part of the study. 
6.2 Treatment of gender 
For the quantitative part of this study (see Chapter 5), a binary theorisation of gender was necessitated 
by the data due to the way this variable had been coded. For this second phase, it was important that 
I incorporate a finer-grained measure of gender to allow for a greater degree of nuance in my findings 
(Bittner & Goodyear-Grant, 2017). To achieve this, I turned to a sociological understanding of gender 
as a type of socially created performance that is determined through interaction (West & Zimmerman, 
1987). The ‘doing gender’ perspective acknowledges that men and women behave in gendered ways 
in response to normative conceptions about masculinity and femininity (Miller & Mullins, 2006), 
doing so because they know they will judged for whether and how well they have met the expected 
gender standards (Hollander, 2013; West & Zimmerman, 1987). To incorporate this view of gender, 
all potential interview participants were asked for their gender identity, rather than biological sex, as 
explained in Chapter 4. My focus in this analysis is on similarities and differences between those 
individuals who identified as male and those who identified as female. For the final sample of 30 
interview participants, 50 per cent of interviewees stated they identified as male and 50 per cent 
identified as female.  
In addition to allowing participants to state their gender identity, I have also incorporated a 
relational appreciation of gender (and emotion) in my analysis of the interview data to provide a more 
meaningful way of understanding the interplay between gender and emotion on public views on 
parole. This approach recognises the importance of context in the construction of gender 
(Hammarström et al., 2014), an important consideration since a person’s enactment of their femininity 
or masculinity will vary across different situations or contexts as they continuously renegotiate their 
gender (Martin & Jurik, 2006; Miller & Carbone-Lopez, 2015). Further, with respect to emotion, a 
relational approach recognises that both the “person and the environment are intertwined in the 
generation of affect” (Campos, Walle, Dahl, & Main, 2011, p. 27). Thus, where the data allows, I 
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have incorporated the relational dynamics of age, occupation and parenthood, together with gender, 
in this analysis to provide additional context about interviewees (Goldner, 1991).  
6.3 Hochschild’s theory of emotion management: A framework for understanding gender 
differences in parole attitudes 
The conceptual framework underpinning this analysis draws from Hochschild’s (1979; 1983) theory 
of emotion management. As detailed in Chapter 3, Hochschild (1979) suggests that cultural beliefs 
about emotion influence people to experience and express emotion in ways that conform to feeling 
and expression rules. When a person’s feelings depart from these rules, they will often manage their 
emotion, through mechanisms of either surface or deep acting, to create a more suitable emotional 
response (Hochschild, 1979). Feeling and expression rules are often gendered, in that they reflect 
beliefs that certain emotions are more natural or appropriate for one gender or the other (Shields, 
2002). Consequently, from a young age, boys and girls are socialised to experience and express 
emotions differently (Lively, 2019). Despite elevations to women’s social status in the four decades 
since Hochschild’s original writings, some argue that gendered expectations surrounding emotion 
remain relevant today (Brescoll, 2016; de Bois, 2015; Jaramillo-Sierra et al., 2017; Lively, 2019; 
Shields, 2002).  
Using this conceptual framework, I argue that while men’s and women’s affective experiences 
and behaviour as mock parole board members will be governed in some ways by the cultural feeling 
rules that are customarily observed in other social contexts, a criminal justice context may evoke 
some unique feeling rules. This may possibly lead to some uncertainty from individuals as to how 
they ‘should’ feel (McQueen, 2017). Further, because different social contexts may allow or require 
individuals to express feelings that do not conform with the feeling rules associated with their gender 
(Brescoll, 2016; Fischer et al., 2013), it is also possible that the emotions expressed by men and 
women in this context may conflict with traditional ideas about appropriately masculine and feminine 
displays of emotion. 
In a hypothetical parole context, feelings of fear, anger and empathy are expected to be 
important to people’s attitudes given research showing these emotions are influential to people’s 
attitudes on punishment more generally (Courtright et al., 2005; Johnson, 2009; Langworthy & 
Whitehead, 1986). Research suggests that the men in this study will mostly conform to prevailing 
views of masculinity by downplaying any personal fears they have about crime. Instead, they may 
divert their fear onto their spouse and/or children, since altruistic displays of fear are more commonly 
associated with the masculine role of being the household protector (Snedker, 2006). Normative 
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views of masculinity also tend to cast men as more preoccupied with notions of justice than with care 
(Gilligan, 1982). As a result, men are not commonly viewed as caring or empathetic toward others 
(Baez et al., 2017). However, with the emergence of more caring forms of masculinity (Elliott, 2016; 
Galasiński, 2004; Hanna & Gough, 2016; Jordan, 2018), it is anticipated that some men in this study 
will express feelings of empathy and care for others, particularly if they are fathers. Finally, as an 
emotion that conveys dominance and power, anger is usually linked to masculinity (Brescoll, 2016; 
Fischer, 1995) and it is expected that men will commonly and openly express this emotion.  
On the other hand, research suggests that women will frequently and openly express their 
fears about crime, with previous studies showing that women tend to speak about fear in the expected 
feminine fashion (Sandberg & Tollefsen, 2010). Women who are mothers to young children, in 
particular, may be particularly expressive of their fear (Simon & Nath, 2004). Research also suggests 
that women will mostly conform to prevailing ideals of women as caring and nurturing (Bandes & 
Blumenthal, 2012) by portraying themselves as very compassionate and empathetic toward others 
(Baez et al., 2017). However, should women experience feelings of empathy toward a person other 
than the offender, this could lead to feelings of ‘empathic anger’ and a desire to punish the offender 
(Vitaglione & Barnett, 2003). Finally, while feminine expressions of anger have traditionally been 
discouraged, there is a growing body of literature to suggest that women are becoming increasingly 
expressive of their anger (Jaramillo-Sierra et al., 2017; Simon & Nath, 2004). In a criminal justice 
context, it is anticipated that women may express strong feelings of anger, particularly if they are 
mothers or when confronted with offences involving children or other vulnerable persons who 
typically rely on the caregiving of women (Hurwitz & Smithey, 1998; Ross & Van Willigen, 1996).  
I now present the findings of the qualitative analysis of in-depth, individual interviews with a 
sample of men and women in Australia. This section begins with an overview of the parole decisions 
made by interviewees with respect to the parole vignette.  
6.4 Overview of parole decisions 
Prior to their interview, each participant was provided a one-page parole summary detailing the case 
of a hypothetical offender, ‘Mr A’, who was seeking to be released on parole (see Appendix F). This 
summary contained the type of information that parole board members would typically receive when 
asked to make a parole decision, albeit in a shortened form. Interviewees were told that the offender 
was a 26-year-old male who had served two years of a four-year sentence for supplying dangerous 
drugs. The offender, who had a background of homelessness, was convicted of providing two 16-
year-old high school girls with a quantity of the drug commonly referred to as ‘Ice’. Interviewees 
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were provided information regarding, among other things, the offender’s previous record, behaviour 
in prison, and participation in prison programming.  
At the beginning of each interview, each participant was asked to place themselves in the 
position of a parole board member and make a parole decision for the offender. Because previous 
research has indicated people will be less punitive when asked to make a parole decision for a specific 
offender than when they are asked to respond to global-style questions about their support for parole 
(Cumberland & Zamble, 1992), it was anticipated that many participants would decide to grant parole 
for this case. Further, recent research has shown that the public hold more positive views toward drug 
trafficking offenders than for other offender types (namely, armed robbers and arsonists) (Estrada-
Reynolds et al., 2016a). It may be the case, then, that members of the public would tend to grant 
parole to this type of offender at high rates. Despite this, in view of the quantitative results presented 
in Chapter 5, I still anticipated that a larger proportion of men than women would decide to grant 
parole to the offender.  
Table 16: Characteristics of interview participants, by gender   
Male respondents   Female respondents 
Participant Age range State 
Parole 
decision 
 Participant Age range State 
Parole 
decision 
PA2 25-34 SA Grant  PA3 25-34 NSW Grant 
PA6 35-44 QLD Grant  PA9 25-34 WA Grant 
PA13 35-44 QLD Grant  PA5 35-44 QLD Deny 
PA14 35-44 QLD Grant  PA8 35-44 QLD Deny 
PA25 35-44 QLD Grant  PA11 35-44 QLD Deny 
PA30 35-44 QLD Grant  PA16 35-44 QLD Grant 
PA4 45-54 SA Undecided PA19 35-44 QLD Grant 
PA7 55-64 QLD Grant  PA20 35-44 QLD Grant 
PA21 55-64 QLD Grant  PA10 45-54 QLD Grant 
PA22 55-64 QLD Grant  PA15 45-54 QLD Grant 
PA26 55-64 QLD Grant  PA17 45-54 QLD Grant 
PA27 55-64 QLD Grant  PA23 45-54 QLD Grant 
PA28 55-64 QLD Grant  PA24 45-54 QLD Grant 
PA12 65-74 QLD Grant  PA29 45-54 QLD Grant 
PA18 65-74 QLD Grant   PA1 55-64 NSW Grant 
 
Consistent with these expectations, although most interviewees (roughly 87%) said they 
would grant parole to the offender, men and women differed in their grant and refusal rates. When 
asked if they would grant or refuse parole for the offender, all but one of the male interviewees (93%; 
n=14) said they would grant parole, while the remaining man (7%; n=1) was undecided as to his 
parole decision. Among female interviewees, 80 per cent (n=12) said they would grant parole, while 
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the remaining 20 per cent (n=3) said they would refuse parole. Table 16 above provides an overview 
of the interview participants, by gender, including their age, state of residence and parole decision.  
Some research indicates that women tend to be no more punitive than men when it comes to 
drug-related offenders, as they may consider these offences to be essentially ‘victimless’ crimes 
(McCorkle, 1993; Payne et al., 2004; CF Hurwitz & Smithey, 1998). Therefore, the use of a case 
study involving a drug-related offender, as opposed to a more serious or violent offender, may have 
diminished the potential gender gap in men’s and women’s parole decisions. Despite this, it was 
important that male and female participants were presented with a case study that was likely to evoke 
a similar level of punitiveness (or lack thereof), so that my qualitative analysis could provide a more 
focused exploration of the influence of other factors, like varying emotions, in shaping men’s and 
women’s attitudes toward parole. I now turn to the findings of the thematic analysis of the in-depth 
interviews. 
6.5 Thematic findings 
The following presentation of findings is structured through a thematic discussion of men’s and 
women’s expressions of fear of crime, then anger and empathy in a hypothetical parole context. To 
give interview participants a ‘voice’, I have selected quotations to illustrate the meaning of the 
patterns identified through this analysis. If, as Hochschild’s (1979, 1983) theory of emotion 
management suggests, men and women are guided by cultural emotion norms when acting as mock 
parole board members, we would expect men’s and women’s affective experiences and behaviour to 
coincide with the dominant cultural beliefs about gender and emotion. As the following analysis 
demonstrates, while feelings of fear, anger and empathy are important to how people view the release 
of prisoners on parole, how men and women express these emotions does not always align with 
traditional ideas about masculinity and femininity. Instead, men and women are observed to conform 
at times and at others to resist gendered emotion rules as they enact their gendered identity and 
navigate the boundaries of performing their gender in a criminal justice context.  
6.5.1 Fear of crime  
As several emotions scholars have observed, gendered feeling rules typically allow women to 
experience and express feelings of fear because it is an emotion that, like femininity, is associated 
with feelings of powerlessness (Fischer, 1995; Shields, 2002). For men, though, feelings of fear have 
mostly been labelled as inappropriate or beyond the domain of men’s emotionality (Galasiński, 2004), 
unless expressed as part of the masculine role of the ‘household protector’ (Snedker, 2006). 
Consistent with societal expectations, research has shown that men and women describe their fears 
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about crime in the expected fashion (Sandberg & Tollefsen, 2010), perhaps due to societal pressures 
to conform to idealised forms of masculinity and femininity (Sutton & Farrall, 2004; Sutton et al., 
2011). However, despite the enduring stereotypes about feminine fearfulness and masculine 
fearlessness, other qualitative research has shown that not all women describe being fearful and not 
all men are reluctant to discuss their fears of crime (Gilchrist et al., 1998). Indeed, some men have 
shown a willingness to speak openly and directly about their emotions, including feelings of anger 
and happiness, but also of fear, worry and sadness (Galasiński, 2004).  
In a hypothetical parole context, men and women in this study tended to conform to normative 
cultural beliefs about fear, with most women openly describing their fears of crime and most men 
distancing themselves from this emotion. Amongst female interviewees, feelings of fear were 
commonly described as relating both to their personal fears about crime (namely, the fear they felt 
for themselves), as well as altruistic fears of crime (the fear they felt for others, like children and other 
loved ones). In describing their personal fears of crime, many female interviewees said that being a 
woman made them feel physically vulnerable to victimisation. As one woman explained, “I’m not as 
strong as a male, or tall and big as a male. And being on your own, I guess, like if I was out on my 
own you’re a bit more vulnerable because it’s only you” (PA8, Female, 35-44, denied parole). 
Embodying a maternal role, some female interviewees also expressed altruistic fears about crime with 
respect to their children or parents (Snedker, 2006), with one woman saying, for example, “there’s a 
possibility that not just myself but others could easily become more of a victim to some sort of crime” 
(PA16, Female, 35-44, granted parole).  
Apart from feeling physically vulnerable to victimisation, women also commonly pointed to a 
fear of burglary as being responsible for their fears of crime. One woman explained that she would 
sometimes “hear of things where people are walking into your house when you’re asleep, and stealing 
your stuff” (PA16, Female, 35-44, granted parole), while another said she “worried about things like 
break-ins, that sort of thing” (PA9, Female, 25-34, granted parole). For many of these women, the 
fear of being burgled was linked to their concerns about the occurrence of contemporaneous offending 
(Warr, 1984), that is, the possibility that a burglary could escalate or be accompanied by acts of 
physical or sexual violence against household occupants. One woman, who worked from home, 
described how her fears about burglary were related to her fears of violence, saying “it's always on 
my mind as well that not only might someone rob the house, but they could be more violent when 
they do so” (PA23, Female, 45-54, granted parole). These findings are remarkably similar to those of 
Gilchrist et al. (1998), where women also often spoke of a specific fear of burglary and of the acts of 
violence that might occur alongside this offence. 
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Perhaps because these women’s expressions of fear were consistent with prevailing cultural 
feeling rules and conceptions of femininity as being linked to vulnerability (Hollander, 2001), most 
female interviewees did not downplay or distance themselves from their fear. Amongst these women, 
experiencing and expressing fears about crime was represented as an expected and normal part of 
womanhood. However, one interviewee, a young female lawyer, was clearly conflicted about the 
emotions she ‘should’ feel or express, due to the contradictory feeling and expression rules associated 
with her competing social roles (Thoits, 1990). As a woman, feelings of fear were clearly appropriate 
for her, but as a lawyer and indeed a mock parole board member, feelings of fear could potentially 
undermine her status as a legal professional. She was therefore caught in what Shields (2005) refers 
to as an ‘emotional double bind’, that is, a situation where competing emotion rules make it difficult 
for a person to conform to the appropriate emotion standards. Such binds are common amongst career 
women, particularly those working in traditionally male-dominated occupations, as they may be 
“forced to choose between femininity and an image of professionalism – their gender identity versus 
their career – to manage the conflict between the norms appropriate for women” and those appropriate 
for their occupation (Rabe-Hemp, 2009, p. 114). Thus, to maintain her professional standing and to 
present as an ‘appropriate’ parole decision-maker, there was evidence that this interviewee 
downplayed her feelings of fear to instead evoke what she viewed as a more appropriate emotion for 
the situation. Specifically, in the context of acting as a mock parole board member, she viewed 
empathy (another emotion typically associated with femininity) as the more appropriate emotion for 
this context, as the following interview extract demonstrates: 
Participant:  I guess hearing about [crimes] all day every day kind of makes you feel that 
maybe these things happen more than they actually do. And while I guess I 
come from a relatively privileged background, I do get worried about things 
like break-ins, that sort of thing, so if I’m home alone for example I do get 
pretty scared generally because I know what happens. 
Interviewer:  And so, does that influence how you feel, if you feel fairly scared of crime, 
does that influence how you feel about parole and this idea of letting people 
out of prison earlier? 
Participant:  Not really, to be honest. I guess I have thought about it and I’m still 
empathetic regardless because I guess the world’s a pretty awful place 
sometimes. (PA9, Female, 25-34, granted parole) 
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The conflict experienced by this woman about expressing her feelings of fear is consistent with 
the findings of Lively (2000) who reported that outward displays of emotions, like fear, by 
(predominantly female) paralegals were considered unprofessional. Thus, like the female paralegals 
in Lively’s (2000) study, this woman attempted to maintain an outward display of professionalism by 
restraining the ‘inappropriate’ fear she felt to instead present feelings of empathy which, in the context 
of parole where processes are said to “manifest concern for offender welfare” (Vîlcică, 2018, p. 1358), 
were the more appropriate emotion. 
Like women, there was evidence that men mostly conformed to gendered feeling rules about 
fear by, in their case, denying being fearful of crime. Most men attributed their lack of fear to one of 
two related factors – firstly, feeling safe in their community and secondly, perceiving their risk of 
victimisation to be very low. For one man, being unafraid of crime was a result of his remote location. 
As he explained, “I’m out on a farm in the middle of nowhere, so if there was going to be crime, 
they’d actually have to purposely want to be doing it” (PA4, Male, 45-54, undecided). For others, the 
perception that Australia is a safe country was used to explain their lack of fear, with one interviewee 
saying: “you could sleep on the street here. You could do anything. There’s probably not a safer 
society anywhere” (PA12, Male, 65-74, granted parole). These statements echo those of the men in 
Gilchrist et al.’s (1998) study, who similarly described how their familiarity with their surroundings 
reduced their fear of crime.  
While cultural feeling rules suggest that experiences of personal fear are not an ‘appropriate’ 
masculine emotion (Fischer, 1995), fatherly expressions of fear have perhaps become more socially 
acceptable due to the emerging view of ‘New Fatherhood’ that allows fathers to embrace a more 
nurturing role (Shields, 2002). Indeed, research by Galasiński (2004) found that “fathers care and 
worry about their children. Emotions in fact are constructed as part and parcel of the condition of 
fatherhood” (p. 102). The renegotiation of gendered fear norms for fathers was apparent in interviews 
with two male interviewees, who were both fathers to young children. Although these men were 
careful to downplay their personal fears of crime, they did express feeling fearful for their children. 
As one explained, “I’ve got a one-year-old and four-year-old daughters, and yes, my fear is probably 
more for them than it is for me, to be honest” (PA13, Male, 35-44, granted parole). 
While both men and women expressed fears about crime for their children, it was apparent that 
the interplay between parenthood and emotions differed for men and women. Like the findings of 
some earlier studies (Ross & Van Willigen, 1996; Simon & Nath, 2006), the thematic analysis 
indicated that, for at least some women, parenthood resulted in intensified feelings of fear on behalf 
of their children and anger toward offenders, while for men, being a father resulted in a quite different 
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emotion. Two female interviewees expressed strong fears for the safety of their children. Both 
decided, as mock parole board members, to deny parole to the offender in the case study. For these 
women, denying parole served a dual purpose – to mitigate their fears about the dangers posed to 
their children and to ensure the offender was appropriately punished for his wrongdoing. Thus, 
feelings of fear and anger were closely intertwined for these women, confirming that these emotions 
can be experienced simultaneously, at least for women (Shields, 2002): 
I mean it’s terrifying that people are making those decisions that might impact my children. 
My son is starting high school, so he might be the one walking out of the high school and 
someone’s there [selling drugs] and they want to be cool. It shouldn’t be something that we 
have to worry about, that someone who has offended and been caught, now we have to worry 
about them too because they’ve been released early. It shouldn’t be – if they’ve been caught 
they need to be punished to the absolute strength of the sentence – be it as weak as it is – so 
that isn’t a worry we have as well. (PA11, Female, 35-44, denied parole) 
Interestingly, while this mother used very direct language to describe the fear she felt for her 
children (“it’s terrifying”), she then began to describe her feelings surrounding parole and the 
punishment of offenders using the word “worry”. This more muted description of fear (together with 
her repeated use of the word “we”) represents the use of what Galasiński (2004) describes as a 
distancing strategy, that is, a strategy in which “emotional states are not ascribed directly to those 
who are constructed as experiencing them” (p. 47). In this case, the distancing marks the shift between 
the interviewee speaking of her own fears for her children and the fears that she (and others in the 
community) experience due to what she sees as the inadequate punishment of offenders.  
 While some women, as mothers, described feeling strong emotions of fear, many male 
interviewees instead described how the experience of fatherhood had increased their perspective 
taking abilities and made them more empathic. As one man explained: “I’ve probably become a fair 
bit more empathetic, I guess, since we’ve had kids…. I think I’ve probably gone a little bit more ‘left’ 
than what I used to be” (PA13, Male, 35-44, granted parole). Indeed, for many men, the ability to 
empathise with the offender was an important factor leading them, as a mock parole board member, 
to grant parole. The role of empathy in shaping men’s and women’s views on parole is discussed in 
further detail below. 
Finally, the analysis showed that when playing the role of a parole decision-maker, like other 
legal decision-makers, members of the public may consider the emotional consequences of their 
decisions, not only for themselves, but also for others (Wiener, Bornstein, & Voss, 2006). Three 
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interviewees (one male and two females) voiced concerns that the offender’s emotional welfare would 
be negatively affected in the event they denied his release on parole. These interviewees expressed 
fear that by denying parole, they would have a detrimental effect on the offender’s emotional state, 
making him more likely to re-offend in the future. The interaction between the emotions of the 
interviewee (as the parole decision-maker) and the offender (who was reliant on their decision for 
their freedom) was clearly expressed by a female interviewee, a nurse for over twenty years:  
At this stage, keeping him in [prison] longer when he’s shown such a huge effort to become 
self-reliant could actually be detrimental to his progress and set him backwards. It could fuel 
his resentment, which then further harms the public. And I just go back to the purpose of the 
prison sentence in the first place which is to protect the community from harm. Someone with 
his sort of background that has made such a massive effort in jail, I would be almost scared 
to not give him that opportunity because it can have such an emotional setback in his progress. 
(PA10, Female, 45-54, granted parole) 
 The male interviewee, who worked as an information technology advisor, expressed a similar 
sentiment, stating that the failure to recognise the offender’s attempts at rehabilitation could undo the 
progress he had made so far and leave him to ‘wallow’ in prison:  
I think that if they were to keep him in [prison] for another two years, not sort of acknowledge 
the progress that he’s made, I think that it’s more likely that he would get out and start re-
offending more quickly….[H]e’s taken steps reasonably quickly, and if he was allowed to sort 
of wallow in prison for another two years, it could very well undo all that. (PA13, Male, 35-
44, granted parole) 
These examples illustrate another aspect of emotion management and one that was important 
to Hochschild’s (1979) theory – namely the simultaneous managing of other’s emotions, as well as 
one’s own. In a criminal justice context, the consideration of an offender’s emotional wellbeing by 
those who are empowered to make decisions affecting their liberty is not altogether surprising 
because, as Vîlcică (2018, p. 1358) explains, “the parole decision has life-altering consequences for 
the freedom of…incarcerated individuals eligible for parole”. Such a decision, therefore, and the 
emotional impact of it on the offender is unlikely to be taken lightly by those making the parole 
decision. 
In summary, for the most part, both men and women conformed to gendered feeling rules for 
fear. As expected, women presented themselves as fearful of crime, both for themselves and for their 
loved ones. Female interviewees did not attempt to distance themselves from these emotions, apart 
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from one woman who had to navigate conflicting emotion expectations because of her employment 
in a male-dominated field. Men, on the other hand, denied being fearful for their own safety – perhaps 
in response to societal expectations linking masculinity with fearlessness. Some men, though, as 
fathers, openly expressed the fear they felt on behalf of their young children, providing evidence of 
the emergence of a more caring, fatherly form of masculinity.  
6.5.2 Feelings of anger  
Anger is an emotion caused by a violation of what a person perceives to be his or her rights (Shields, 
2002) or the rights of someone close to them (Sorial, 2019). It is usually accompanied by a sense of 
certainty or confidence about the events that transpired and a belief that a certain person or persons 
are responsible for any resulting injury (Lerner & Tiedens, 2006). The experience of anger may lead 
a person to be more susceptible to stereotypes about the person they deem responsible for violating 
their rights (Bodenhausen, Sheppard, & Kramer, 1994) and to consider fewer factors when arriving 
at a judgement (Lerner, Goldberg, & Tetlock, 1998). Being a ‘powerful’ emotion, gendered feeling 
norms have typically established anger as a suitable and even expected masculine emotion (Feldman 
Barrett, 2017; Fischer, 1995). On the other hand, women may be punished or viewed as unfeminine 
if they express anger (Feldman Barrett, 2017), particularly if it is directed at a man (Kopper & 
Epperson, 1991).  
Consistent with gendered feeling rules and normative views of masculinity, feelings of anger 
were common amongst many men, with about half of all male interviewees expressing anger about 
parole or the criminal justice system more broadly. In most instances, the anger described by male 
interviewees was closely connected to their perception that some injustice had occurred (Sorial, 
2019). Some men explained that they were angered by what they viewed as the lenient treatment of 
offenders by the criminal justice system, as well as perceived increases in crime rates. As one man, a 
65-year-old retiree, expressed:  
It's gotten to the point now where, you know, if you don't lock your house up at night, you run 
the risk of somebody breaking into your house and assaulting you […]. It makes me angry 
that we've got to basically imprison ourselves in our own homes against the outside world 
because it seems that crime is forever increasing, not decreasing. (PA18, Male, 65-74, granted 
parole) 
This man, like the women in the sample discussed earlier, expressed concerns over both the 
possibility of being burglarised and of the acts of violence that could accompany that offence. 
However, rather than describing feelings of fear, as the female interviewees did, he instead expressed 
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the more masculine response to his concerns – that of anger. Men also described feelings of anger 
due to issues like police revenue raising, the inadequate handling of child protection cases and 
corporate crime. One man explained that his anger was not directed at street-level offenders, as one 
might presume, but rather at large corporations like Goldman Sachs and the United States 
government. As he explained, “Do I get angry about crime? I get livid about crime, but not the crime 
on the street” (PA12, Male, 65-74, granted parole). 
With respect to parole, some men expressed feelings of anger that stemmed from their belief 
that releasing offenders before the expiry of their full sentence would lessen the deterrent effect of 
imprisonment. For others, feelings of anger were linked to specific cases where an offender had been 
released on parole when, in the interviewee’s view, the offender clearly posed a risk to the safety of 
the community. As one man, a carpenter who had taught this trade to offenders in prison, explained:  
…we've heard so many cases where people have been killed because someone's been let out 
on [parole]. I mean, it was beyond question that [Adrian Bayley]10 might be a threat to society. 
They let him out and he goes out and kills and rapes another woman. So, there are cases where 
I think [parole] should be absolutely denied, and not because they think he's going to scoot 
off, but he could be a threat to society…[S]o that's probably the anger I feel. (PA26, Male, 
55-64, granted parole) 
When discussing parole ‘failure’, like that involving Adrian Bayley, two male interviewees 
were careful to distinguish between feelings of anger and feelings of frustration, an emotion that is 
related to anger but milder in intensity (Aldrich & Tenenbaum, 2006; Krehbiel & Cropanzano, 2000). 
As one man, a primary school teacher, clarified:  
Interviewer:  Does it anger you that people like [Adrian Bayley] are potentially walking out 
on the streets, or do you have any particular feelings about that type of thing? 
Participant:  Anger, probably no. Frustrated, yes. I’m frustrated that that’s something that 
could happen […]. It is frustrating. (PA2, Male, 25-34, granted parole) 
Frustration, a stereotypically masculine emotion (Brody, 1996), is said to result from a situation 
where a person feels an unfavourable outcome has occurred due to an inherently unfair process 
(Krehbiel & Cropanzano, 2000). It is possible that these two male interviewees did indeed experience 
                                                     
10 Adrian Bayley, a convicted violent and sexual offender, raped and murdered Jill Meagher in 2012 while he was on 
release from prison on both bail and parole. Despite violating his parole conditions (by being charged with assault in an 
unrelated incident), his parole was not revoked. Shortly following Meagher’s death, a review into parole in the state of 
Victoria was undertaken, resulting in significant parole reforms. 
 140 
feelings of frustration due to what they perceived as an inadequate parole system that had allowed 
dangerous offenders to return to the community prematurely. Alternatively, these men may have 
considered that feelings of anger about past incidents of violent reoffending by parolees were too 
intense for them to express when acting as mock parole board members, since anger is often 
considered irrational and disruptive in a legal context (Sorial, 2016). Thus, they may have managed 
their feelings of anger to instead describe feelings of frustration, since this “mitigated form of anger” 
(Aldrich & Tenenbaum, 2006, p. 783) may have been more appropriate, in their view, for them to 
express in this context.  
Although many men expressed feelings of anger and frustration about aspects of parole, they 
still tended to see a place for this process in Australia’s criminal justice system. Even the one male 
interviewee who could not decide whether to grant or deny parole for the hypothetical offender, and 
who expressed anger about incidents of reoffending by parolees, explained that his anger did not 
mean that he wanted parole to be abolished:  
No, no it doesn’t make me think that we shouldn’t have parole. What it does do is make me 
think the parole system is broke[n] and it should be fixed, and it’s not just a matter of locking 
people up for the sake of it. (PA4, Male, 45-54, undecided) 
Not all men, though, conformed to feeling rules about anger, with some distancing themselves 
from this emotion. This was particularly apparent amongst two older men. One interviewee, a former 
bank manager, explained that he did not tend to focus on crime-related issues from an “anger 
perspective” and that he was not one to ever dwell on this emotion (PA27, Male, 55-64, granted). The 
second man said that although he might have been angry about crime-related issues when he was 
younger, this emotion was now of no use to him:   
I think getting angry…is absolutely pointless. The more angry I am doesn't mean that the 
problem is going to be solved or that I'm going to solve it any better. Twenty years ago, I 
might have gotten angry about [crime], but at 55 I don't get angry with things like that 
anymore. It's a waste of time (PA22, Male, 55-64, granted). 
According to Shields (2002), the notion that anger is an emotion befitting men, but not 
women, is perhaps the most enduring of all Western cultural feeling rules. Indeed, many emotions 
scholars continue to argue that women who express feelings of anger are likely to be viewed as 
emotional deviants and may attract punishment or, at the very least, be labelled unfeminine and 
unmaternal (Brescoll, 2016; Feldman Barrett, 2017; Holmes, 2004; Sorial, 2019). Although some 
early research indicated that women were indeed less likely to express their anger outwardly (Frost 
 141 
& Averill, 1982; Kopper & Epperson, 1991), several more recent studies have indicated that women 
may be becoming increasingly expressive of their anger (Jaramillo-Sierra et al., 2017; Ross & Van 
Willigen, 1996; Simon & Nath, 2004). 
Consistent with this literature, but contrary to the gendered feeling rules observed in other 
social contexts, about half of all female interviewees openly expressed feelings of anger in the context 
of discussing parole and the criminal justice system. Like men, several women expressed anger 
regarding the death of Jill Meagher. One woman, a mother who was employed at a university law 
school, explained that she felt “angry and disappointed. You’re angry at the system and I guess you’re 
angry at [Bayley] as well” (PA5, Female, 35-44, denied parole). Another woman, who described 
living in a low socio-economic area and suffering from several chronic illnesses, expressed anger 
about violence against females, in particular:  
I get angry about when I hear about a little girl who has been raped, or a little girl who has 
been murdered or goes missing, and then they find out that it was actually a family member 
and they knew all along. I guess it’s the malicious way that humans can treat other humans 
that really gets me angry. (PA17, Female, 45-54, granted parole) 
As was the case with feelings of fear, feelings of anger were most strongly expressed by 
female interviewees who were mothers with young children. These women appeared to feel entitled 
to their feelings of anger, as their emotional reaction was justified or deserved by those who commit 
criminal offences (Lacey & Pickard, 2015). One woman, a mother of both a son and daughter, said 
she felt very angry about crime-related issues. When asked what caused this anger, she explained:  
…probably because of the drugs and the violence at the moment is quite high and that makes 
me very cross I guess because I just think there’s no need for it. Domestic violence particularly 
because that’s a bit close to home to me, like I was married to a man who was very violent 
and I guess that’s still with me a bit. So yeah it does anger me, the crime rate in Australia. 
(PA8, Female, 35-44, denied parole) 
Another woman, a mother of two young boys, expressed feelings of anger about the release 
of offenders on parole, which she said undermined the work of the police in detaining offenders: 
I get very cross that offenders are caught by the police, who put themselves in danger to get 
these people out of the community, and then they go back into the community through the 
parole system and they reoffend immediately […]. [I]f they are letting people out early when 
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they are these massive risks of violence, how could you possibly think this is ok? (PA11, 
Female, 35-44, denied parole)  
While both of these women expressed feelings related to anger, they did so using what might 
be described as maternal or subdued language – i.e., feeling ‘cross’. This is similar to the description 
by some male interviewees of their feelings of frustration, as opposed to anger, which may have been 
considered too intense in this particular context. While these women may have also viewed feelings 
of anger as being too intense for a mock parole board member, one could also speculate that these 
women decided it would be unseemly for a woman to speak of an emotion as intense and masculine 
as anger and therefore negotiated their expression of this feeling. It is also possible they may have 
downplayed the intensity of their anger to avoid any suggestion that they were not in control of their 
emotions (Galasiński, 2004).   
Despite this, the willingness of these women to express feelings of anger adds support to the 
argument that women may be increasingly willing to resist gendered feeling rules regarding anger. 
Alternatively, it could suggest there may be unique feeling rules, at least in Australia, that allow 
women, as legitimately as men, to experience and express anger over criminal justice issues rather 
than merely feeling fearful or sad. Indeed, the appropriateness of maternal anger in a criminal justice 
context was described by many interviewees, both male and female. Male interviewees, for example, 
frequently expressed the view that women, and mothers in particular, would be especially angered by 
the actions of the offender in the case study or any other offender whose actions had negatively 
impacted children. As one man, a father himself, explained: 
If that person hurt a child, he’s going to face their mother and be in deep shit for hurting their 
child. And if you look at Gerard Baden Clay11 - I don’t think there would be too many mothers 
out there who’d be feeling sympathy for him. (PA28, Male, 55-64, granted parole) 
Another man went so far to say that if he were the offender being considered for parole, he 
would prefer that no women sat on his parole board. In his view, female parole board members, if 
they were mothers, would be influenced by maternal feelings towards the victims and this would lead 
to the harsher treatment of the offender:   
Traditionally women are very protective of their children, their offspring. And, you know, 
you can say that this person is basing their decision on all the facts in front of them but, if that 
                                                     
11 Gerard Baden Clay is currently serving a minimum 15-year prison sentence for the 2012 murder of Alison Baden 
Clay, his wife and mother of his three daughters.  
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woman had a kid, in the back of her mind, in her subconscious she’s going to be considering 
that those kids are her kids. (PA21, Male, 55-64, granted parole) 
However, despite being a father himself, this interviewee felt that, unlike mothers, fathers would not 
be similarly influenced by their experiences of parenthood. Specifically, when asked whether he 
believed he (or other fathers) would be affected in the same way as he had described for mothers, he 
replied, “Probably not. Personally, no” (PA21, Male, 55-64, granted parole). 
It was not just male interviewees, though, who expected more intense feelings of anger from 
mothers in a criminal justice context, with several female interviewees echoing this view. One 
woman, who was not a mother herself, expressed the opinion that many women would prefer to “lock 
everyone up and leave them there” (PA16, Female, 35-44, granted parole). While she supported the 
idea of parole herself, she felt other women would not, particularly if they were mothers. As she 
explained:  
In this day and age, a lot of women seem to be a lot harder when it comes to - I don’t know, 
maybe because a lot of women have families, and I personally don’t. So, a lot of women have 
children and stuff like that, and obviously they don’t want their children around [drugs]. 
Maybe that could be the difference; they’ve got more to protect. (PA16, Female, 35-44, 
granted parole) 
 The analysis also showed, however, that many women continued to conform to feeling rules 
for anger, perhaps because they were unsure of the boundaries of when they have permission (or not) 
to express anger in a criminal justice context. There were some indications that female interviewees 
were unsure whether anger is befitting of all women, or just mothers, or how angry women are 
‘allowed’ or ‘should’ feel when acting as a mock parole board member. While a few female 
interviewees appeared comfortable describing their feelings of anger (albeit sometimes using muted 
language), many other women showed uncertainty as to the appropriate emotion to feel as a woman 
and further, as a mock parole board member. One woman, who was a mother and grandmother, 
appeared conflicted as to whether to express feelings of anger or a more gender appropriate emotion. 
While she initially described her feelings of anger in the context of discussing the victimisation of 
children, she then attempted to distance herself from those feelings to instead emphasise the more 
traditionally feminine emotion of sadness: 
Participant:  A lot of [my anger] is to do with the kids getting hurt, there seems to be a 
really bad increase in it all. So, it’s really sad. It makes me sad more than 
angry, you know? It does make you quite, you know, when it shows up, I 
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don’t believe that anyone’s life should be taken, whether they’re a kid or an 
adult. But yes, it would make it very difficult for me to sit on a parole board 
for a murderer, I wouldn’t want that choice really, to tell you the truth […]. 
Especially if they went out and re-offended, that would really top the cake. 
Interviewer: It would be difficult, yes. And so, you indicated, yes I do feel angry, but it’s 
more sadness for you, is it? 
Participant: Yes. It is anger because it’s a waste. (PA20, Female, 35-44, granted parole) 
Another female interviewee, a mother to a young daughter, also appeared unsure whether she 
‘should’ express feelings of anger or the less intense emotion of frustration with respect to her feelings 
about the uncertainty surrounding parole and whether offenders were truly rehabilitated before being 
released back to the community:  
I wouldn’t say anger but maybe frustration, because umm…you are…I guess I am angry in a 
sense that people who have done these serious offences get released back into society and 
you’re not 100 per cent confident that they’re, I guess, fixed. (PA5, Female, 35-44, denied 
parole) 
A third woman, also a mother, expressed her anger about the offender in the case study and his 
behaviour of selling drugs to teenage girls. She explained how these feelings were influential to her 
decision to deny parole for the offender because the victim “could be my sixteen-year-old daughter 
one day” (PA8, Female, 35-44, denied parole). However, when asked if she felt angry about offenders 
being released on parole, she denied that she had experienced feelings of anger or that such feelings 
were salient to her views on parole, saying “It doesn’t really anger me, but – it doesn’t anger me, I 
just think that they’re not really learning a lesson perhaps if they’re [released early], yeah” (PA8, 
Female, 35-44, denied parole). While this woman appears aware that maternal anger may be an 
appropriate emotion for her to experience and express, her uncertainty about the boundaries of anger 
in the context of acting as a mock parole board member meant that she tried to distance herself from 
those emotions. Despite this, her anger was still apparent through the retributive sentiment she 
continued to express about wanting the offender to ‘learn his lesson’.  
While feelings of anger were most strongly expressed by the three women who chose to deny 
parole to the offender, punitive sentiments toward offenders were also expressed by a further five 
women, who chose to grant parole in this case but appeared to harbour some level of anger toward 
offenders more broadly. These women, some but not all of whom were mothers, expressed support 
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for a range of more punitive measures against offenders, including three-strikes laws, capital 
punishment, ‘no body, no parole laws’12 and castration. One woman, who was tertiary educated, 
voiced her support for both three-strikes laws and capital punishment:  
I think, yeah, you get maybe only three chances and then [you receive] life in jail or capital 
punishment or whatever. Like Ivan Milat13, we’re spending like $220 a day on him, probably 
more because of the – and I just think why not just put him to sleep? He’s never going to get 
out of prison. (PA3, Female, 25-34, granted parole) 
 Another woman initially stated that she felt all offenders deserved an opportunity for 
rehabilitation. Despite this, she voiced concerns about the release of mentally ill offenders from 
prison, because she did not believe these offenders could be rehabilitated:   
If there’s a mental illness and it’s connected with the person’s problem, in my view, it’s going 
to be an illness that that person will have for life. And how do you rehabilitate somebody’s 
whole life – when they have 70 years in front of them to live? (PA17, Female, 45-54, granted 
parole) 
Further, another woman, who had herself been sentenced to a period of home detention for 
drug-related offences and had a friend currently on parole, voiced her support for ‘no body, no parole’ 
laws which she had learned about on the news only days prior to the interview. Describing how this 
legislation was, in her opinion, a positive move in providing closure to families and enticing offenders 
to reveal the location of their victim’s remains, she explained: “Yes, I think [the laws are] a pretty 
good incentive [laughs]” (PA20, Female, 35-44, granted parole). 
On the other hand, punitive sentiments that indicated underlying feelings of anger toward 
offenders were expressed by only two male interviewees, who both expressed qualified support for 
capital punishment. One of these men stated that he felt the death penalty was appropriate for certain 
offenders, but at the same time, did not “trust the system 100 per cent enough to know that they're 
going to get it right” (PA22, Male, 55-64, granted parole). A second man, who had spent a short 
period of time in prison himself, initially stated that he believed the death penalty was suitable for 
                                                     
12 ‘No body, no parole’ laws are laws that have been introduced in a number of Australian states and require a parole 
authority, when making a parole decision, to consider an offender’s cooperation with authorities with respect to 
disclosing the location of their victim’s body.  
13 Ivan Milat was convicted of the so-called “Backpacker murders”, a series of murders that took place in Australia 
between 1989 and 1993. Milat was sentenced to seven consecutive life sentences for the deaths of 7 young people.  
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Brett Peter Cowan14, but later changed his mind to say that a sentence of life without parole was more 
appropriate:  
If you look at somebody like Brett Peter Cowan, who killed Daniel Morcombe, the only 
sentence he should have got was a bullet. For now, he spends the next 25 years in jail, that we 
taxpayers pay [for], and he should have been [given] life without parole. (PA25, Male, 35-44, 
granted parole) 
 This part of the analysis showed that men and women both conformed to and resisted gendered 
feeling rules for anger. On the one hand, most men demonstrated their openness to describing the 
anger they felt with respect to various aspects of the criminal justice system, including parole. Very 
few men attempted to downplay their anger by distancing themselves from these feelings. On the 
other hand, some women (albeit only a minority) accepted and expressed their anger openly and 
directly. Others, though, showed some wariness of anger, perhaps because they were unaware of the 
boundaries for when it was acceptable (or not) for them to express this emotion.  
6.5.3 Perspective-taking and feelings of empathy  
Feelings of empathy have traditionally been considered a feminine trait (Bandes & Blumenthal, 
2012), with women expected to adopt a care-based approach to moral reasoning that is characterised 
by feelings of compassion and empathy (Gilligan, 1982). Conversely, men are said to reason from a 
justice perspective, where they give priority to individual rights, accountability, and equality before 
the law (Gilligan, 1982). Despite stereotypical notions of men as uncaring, a growing body of 
literature suggests that men are increasingly embracing new forms of ‘caring masculinity’ that reject 
hegemonic ideals and instead value qualities of nurturance and care (Elliott, 2016; Galasiński, 2004; 
Hanna & Gough, 2016; Jordan, 2018; Shields, 2002).   
Of all the emotions described by men and women in the context of discussing parole and 
making a parole decision, it was feelings of empathy that were the most frequently and strongly 
expressed by interviewees. This is perhaps not surprising, given recent quantitative research showing 
that compassion was the strongest predictor of decreased public support for more punitive 
punishments for drug dealers (Labor & Gastardo-Conaco, 2017). Like anger, interviewees’ 
expressions of empathy were not, however, always in the expected fashion, with many men and 
                                                     
14 Brett Peter Cowan, a convicted child sex offender, was found guilty in 2014 for the 2003 murder of 13-year-old 
Daniel Morcombe. He was sentenced to life imprisonment and is not eligible for parole until 2031.  
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women resisting normative ideas about masculinity and femininity through their departure from 
gendered emotion norms.  
Most male interviewees openly and directly expressed feelings of empathy toward the 
offender, demonstrating their willingness to attempt to understand or take the offender’s perspective. 
By doing so, they adopted a care-based approach to moral reasoning that is usually thought to be 
characteristic of women, and not men (Gilligan, 1982). Because the offender’s behaviour was, in the 
view of many men, to be outside of the offender’s control, what might have otherwise led to feelings 
of anger were instead replaced with feelings of empathy and understanding (Weiner et al., 1997). For 
many men, feelings of empathy toward the offender were accompanied by a focus on the mitigating 
factors of the offender’s case and history. They commonly stated they could understand how the 
offender came to be in a situation where he had resorted to selling drugs, with many believing this 
may have been his only choice to secure some form of income:  
There are people who are less fortunate that want to be as fortunate as other people and the 
only way that sometimes is happening is by committing a crime and this is the example of 
[the offender]. He didn’t have the opportunities that I had when I was a child to be a 
contributing member of society, so he was forced, in a sense, to regress to something that was 
negative. (PA2, Male, 25-34, granted parole) 
By taking the offender’s perspective, several male interviewees displayed more empathy for 
the offender than they did for his victims. Male interviewees tended to attribute at least some 
responsibility for the crime to the victims, with one man reasoning that “the girls weren’t forced into 
it. They were part of the crime. He just happened to be the person that was supplying them [with 
drugs]” (PA26, Male, 55-64, granted parole). Empathy for the offender even led one male interviewee 
to express negative feelings toward the victims, demonstrating what Vitaglione and Barnett (2003) 
refer to as ‘empathic anger’, that is, empathy toward one person that results in feelings of anger toward 
another:  
[…] these little angels went up to this guy and bought drugs off him. So, these two girls that 
bought the drugs, didn’t buy it on the spur of the moment, I don’t think. They knew what they 
were doing. (PA21, Male, 55-64, granted parole) 
While it is possible that male interviewees were more easily able to identify with the offender 
in the vignette because he was also a man, previous research has shown that, unlike women, men’s 
level of punitiveness toward offenders and support for rehabilitation does not vary depending on the 
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gender of the offender described in the vignette (Applegate et al., 2002). It is possible, therefore, that 
men might display comparable levels of empathy and understanding toward female offenders also.  
Women, on the other hand, less often attributed blame to the victims described in the case study. 
While a few women took the view that the two 16-year-old victims should have known better, most 
women viewed the victims as vulnerable and too young to understand the ramifications of their 
choices. For some of these women, the age and gender of the victims made the offence particularly 
serious. As one woman, a student, explained, “I think that it is extremely serious that he supplied it 
to underage girls, 16 [years old]. I think that’s more serious as opposed to supplying it to people who 
are over age” (PA3, Female, 25-34, granted parole). Another woman, who decided to deny parole to 
the offender, admitted she would have viewed the case differently had the characteristics of the 
victims been different: “I think I would feel differently if Mr A sold [drugs] to a 35-year-old, and not 
a 16-year-old. But when you’re selling it to kids, I hate that” (PA8, Female, 35-44, denied parole). 
The finding that women tended to view the offence as more serious because it involved minors lends 
support to the argument that women will react with greater punitiveness toward offenders whose 
crimes involve children (Hurwitz & Smithey, 1998). 
Many men spoke of personal experiences that had allowed them to empathise with and better 
understand the offender’s perspective. Adding support for the argument that fathers, in particular, are 
embracing more caring forms of masculinity (Jordan, 2018; Scheibling, 2018; Shields, 2002), some 
men expressed how the experience of becoming a father had increased their empathy for others. As 
one man explained, being the father of a young son had caused him to look for explanations for poor 
behaviour, rather than to automatically react angrily or punitively. Because of the level of 
understanding he sought as to why people behave in certain ways, he could see the benefit of granting 
parole to the offender:  
I’m also of the point that, look, I’ve got a young son, and at times it feels easier to, if he’s not 
behaving well, to have a tendency to get angry and look at punitive things, rather than to look 
at explanations and incentives. But I certainly think, [the offender is] not doing a life sentence. 
They’re going to come out of prison and have to re-integrate into society, so I think certainly 
parole is a kind of, in a way, a stepping stone into re-integrating, partially giving some of their 
freedom back. (PA14, Male, 35-44, granted parole) 
Two men spoke of having been imprisoned themselves and a few others described having 
friends or family members who had previously or were currently serving a prison sentence; factors 
shown by research to result in stronger beliefs in the ability of offenders to change and redeem 
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themselves (O’Sullivan et al., 2016) and more favourable views on prisoner re-entry (Rade et al., 
2018). One man explained he had been homeless at one time, while another described how working 
with people with hearing disabilities had made him more empathic to the difficult circumstances faced 
by others. Further, for many men, the idea that ‘everybody makes mistakes’ was important to their 
support for prisoner re-entry and their openness to allowing the offender to be released on parole. As 
one man, a retiree, explained:  
I am a compassionate person, and I believe that, look, we all make mistakes. I’ve made 
mistakes in my past […] everybody has. We've all done something in our past that we're, you 
know, particularly not too pleased about having done, whether it got us into trouble with our 
parents, with the law or whatever. (PA18, Male, 65-74, granted parole) 
For this man, and others, there was strong underlying support for the idea that the offender 
could, and may have, rehabilitated. This is contrary to respondents in previous research, who felt that 
drug dealers were the least likely offender type to be able to rehabilitate (McCorkle, 1993). Further, 
most men confirmed that their feelings of empathy toward the offender had influenced their decision 
to grant parole. In doing so, they demonstrated their seeming lack of concern about the possibility 
that their decision might be undermined or deemed irrational due to the commonly held belief that 
empathy should not impair a person’s ability to make difficult decisions (Bar-on & Parker, 2000, as 
cited in Brescoll, 2016). As one man explained, being provided information about the offender’s 
background “absolutely does change my thinking…I definitely take that sort of stuff into 
consideration, for sure” (PA13, Male, 35-44, granted parole). Another admitted that he would view 
the case quite differently, and perhaps even make a different parole decision, had the offender’s 
circumstances been different: “I would have less sympathy because I’d have harder trouble 
understanding, saying I understand why you did this. If everything was rosy, then it would be much, 
much more disappointing to see it happen” (PA14, Male, 35-44, granted parole). 
 Like the feminine expressions of anger discussed earlier, these findings show that men feel 
free to express emotions in a criminal justice context that are not typically associated with their gender 
in other contexts. As was also the case for feminine anger, there was some acknowledgement from 
several interviewees (both men and women) that men might be more understanding than women in 
their attitudes toward offenders. As one woman, a tertiary student who had previously worked as a 
lawyer, explained:  
You would just think that women automatically would be more empathetic, but you also 
wonder, or I wonder, if men would be more empathetic towards [the offender] because they've 
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all, or some of them have, had hardships in their lives and done stupid things, and whether 
they'd view [the offending] as a stupid thing, rather than an automatically criminal thing. 
(PA15, Female, 45-54, granted parole) 
Another woman felt that men might also be more lenient in this case because of the offence 
type, suggesting “Maybe men might be a little bit more lenient with drug offences. That’s what I 
think, anyway” (PA16, Female, 35-44, granted parole). Not all interviewees, though, felt that men 
would be more empathic than women. One female interviewee felt that men would not give due 
consideration to the offender’s background when coming to a parole decision, saying: “I don't think 
that [men] would look at it in too much depth, and I think they would not, they probably wouldn't 
think about the circumstances that offenders have been through” (PA24, Female, 45-54, granted 
parole).   
While feelings of empathy toward the offender were clearly influential to the parole decisions 
of most male interviewees, the same could not be said for female interviewees. Although the same 
number of women as men expressed feelings of compassion and understanding for the offender, these 
feelings were not as salient to women’s behaviour as mock parole board members. Like men, women 
commonly expressed their understanding of why the offender had resorted to illegal acts to gain a 
form of income. For example, as one woman reasoned, “The homelessness to me is something that I 
looked at and went, oh right, okay, well that kind of goes hand in hand with what's going on with this 
person” (PA24, Female, 45-54, granted parole). Another woman, who worked in special education, 
explained that she had initially experienced strong feelings of anger when she read the case study, but 
that her anger had subsided because of the feelings of empathy she felt toward the offender. As she 
explained, “If somebody was selling ‘Ice’ to my child, I would be beside myself. Having said that, 
stepping outside of that and looking at this person’s background, it does sort of mediate some of that 
outrage, if that makes sense” (PA29, Female, 45-54, granted parole). This woman’s ability to allow 
one emotion (empathy) to mediate another (anger) demonstrates that empathy can indeed disrupt 
anger (Feldman Barrett, 2017; Shields, 2002). It also illustrates, as Sorial (2019, p. 134) argues, that 
“emotions are amenable to a degree of correction and regulation on reflection”.  
However, when women were asked how influential their feelings of empathy were to their 
parole decision, only one female interviewee said that her compassion toward the offender had 
influenced her to grant parole to the offender. Indeed, most women denied that their parole decision 
was or would ever be influenced by their affective reaction to the information they were provided 
regarding the offender’s background. One woman, for example, said that while knowing information 
about the offender and his circumstances had made the decision to deny parole more difficult, she 
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was not the type of person who would allow her feelings of empathy to excuse criminal behaviour 
(PA5, Female, 35-44, denied parole). Another was careful to emphasise that feelings of empathy 
would “never” have any bearing on her decision as a mock parole board member, adding that she 
found “empathy a really hard thing when it comes to certain crimes” (PA11, Female, 35-44, denied 
parole). However, she appeared wary of coming across as an uncaring or unkind woman, going on to 
explain: “I’m an extremely kind person and I volunteer in my spare time and I look after my kids and 
friends’ kids and I do whatever I can, and I work two jobs” (PA11, Female, 35-44, denied parole).  
Another female interviewee appeared to take exception to the offender’s actions, explaining 
that she earned a “very modest wage” herself, but had continued to support herself through lawful 
means (PA8, Female, 35-44, denied parole). She explained that while she felt sympathy for the 
offender, she believed his release on parole was not appropriate because he was, in her opinion, 
“playing the victim” and had not responded to the difficult circumstances he had faced in the way she 
would have preferred him to: 
I felt sorry for him, but I don’t think he’s taken the right avenue to help himself. The only way 
to help yourself is to do it properly, like get a job and earn money the hard way, you know. 
(PA8, Female, 35-44, denied parole) 
Women managed their feelings of empathy toward the offender using several different 
techniques, oftentimes simultaneously. Firstly, some redirected the empathy they had initially 
described for the offender to the offender’s victims. One woman, who chose to grant parole in this 
case, explained that “anybody who is homeless really gets to my heart strings” (PA17, Female, 45-
54, granted parole). However, when asked how influential her feelings of empathy toward the 
offender was to her decision to release him on parole, she denied that it was a relevant factor to her 
decision, saying that her primary concern lay instead with the children who were exposed to illegal 
substances because of the offender’s actions: 
Not at all really, because…not at all. Because I didn’t look at the homeless issue as the big 
issue. I thought more about the children or the people that were getting – the children, I mean 
the kids who were getting a hold of the drugs that he was actually pushing – how it’s affecting 
them. (PA17, Female, 45-54, granted parole) 
Similarly, a second woman described feeling empathy for the offender, but went on to explain 
that these feelings were stronger for the victims and their families, as the following extract 
demonstrates:  
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Interviewer: So reading [the case information], did you find that you felt sorry for Mr A or 
have any empathy for his situation or not so much? 
Participant: Oh yes, yeah I had empathy, yep. 
Interviewer: But not enough to the point where you would say well that excuses his behaviour? 
Participant: Yeah that’s right, and probably less empathy than for the family of the 16-year-
old girls. (PA5, Female, 35-44, denied parole) 
The second technique used by women to manage their feelings of compassion or understanding 
for the offender was to deny that they had any emotional investment in the case and to instead 
emphasise their detachment. One woman, who had also attempted to redirect her empathy from the 
offender to the victims, reinforced that she had maintained an appropriate social distance from the 
case and had made her parole decision based on relevant, emotionless factors only: 
[...] it’s not a tender-hearted woman that’s saying [to grant parole]. I’m trying to look at it 
based on facts, rather than emotional ties. I’ve got no one in my family that has done time or 
anything like that. It’s not something that is close to my heart. (PA17, Female, 45-54, granted 
parole) 
A second woman took a similar approach, describing how she was able to detach from her 
feelings of empathy for wrongdoers, as she would in her role as a teacher, as she felt it was more 
important that rule breakers be appropriately punished:  
I can detach myself in that, yes, I can display empathy but I can also say, oh well, this is 
unfortunately the rules. I suppose as with students, I can display empathy and I am empathetic 
with people’s personal circumstances with family and everything going on, and I can say 
that’s really terrible, but unfortunately this is the rules. (PA5, Female, 35-44, denied parole) 
Further, some women distanced themselves from their empathy by reasoning that the offender 
should be held accountable for his actions, despite the hardships he had faced. One woman, for 
example, felt it was inevitable that the offender would resort to unlawful ways of obtaining money. 
However, she clarified that this did not mean that she viewed the offender as any less responsible for 
his behaviour: “I’m not saying that he shouldn’t be held accountable and it’s not about fault or 
responsibility, but I can totally see why he’s there and what he’s doing” (PA10, Female, 45-54, 
granted parole). Another woman, who had previously been in trouble with the law herself, explained 
that despite her compassion for the offender, he still had to face the consequences of his actions, like 
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she had had to do many years ago. As she explained, “Like I keep saying to my kids, you know, 
we’ve all got choices, as long as you can live with what you are doing and can put up with the 
consequences, our choices all have consequences” (PA20, Female, 35-44, granted parole). By 
acknowledging their empathy toward the offender but emphasising that their feelings did not alter 
their views on the appropriate punishment, these women were attempting to show that they had risen 
above or put aside their emotions (Lutz, 1996). This coincides with Lutz’s (1996) earlier findings that 
women, more so than men, often speak about controlling their emotions as they are “concerned about 
counteracting the cultural denigration of themselves through an association with emotion” (p. 155).  
Finally, one female interviewee managed her empathy for the offender by reasoning that the 
offender, through his own actions, had not shown empathy for his victims and, as a result, the amount 
of compassion to be shown to him should also be restricted. The offender’s lack of empathy was made 
worse, in her view, by the age and gender of his victims: “He supplied drugs, he’s not just a user. 
He’s actually supplying and so that comes into him not being empathetic to others. He’s not realising 
that, hang on, this can destroy other people’s lives” (PA3, Female, 25-34, granted parole). 
These techniques of initially expressing empathy for the offender but later denying that these 
feelings were important to their parole decision allows women to display the expected feminine 
qualities of being caring and empathic, whilst also meeting expectations for parole board members to 
maintain an appropriate social distance. By appearing to set aside their feelings of empathy toward 
the offender, women could avoid being labelled as ‘soft-hearted’ women who had (wrongly) allowed 
their emotions to influence their parole decision. However, they could also avoid the consequences 
that can come with being labelled emotionally inexpressive, since women who appear to be lacking 
in emotion have failed to fulfil their “warm, communal role as women” (Brescoll, 2016, p. 415). 
Thus, unlike male interviewees, women had to navigate contradictory societal expectations that they 
be compassionate toward offenders, but at the same time, did not allow those feelings to influence 
their ability to make an objective decision as a parole board member (Brescoll, 2016; Shields, 2013). 
6.6 Summary 
In this part of the study, I used Hochschild’s (1979, 1983) theory of emotion management as a 
theoretical frame through which to better understand the interplay between gender, emotion and 
emotion management when exploring men’s and women’s affective expressions and behaviour as 
mock parole board members. This analysis explored how Australian men and women ‘do gender’ 
through their conformity or resistance to gendered feeling rules in a parole context. It also explored 
the possibility that a criminal justice context might impose different sets of feelings rules from those 
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observed in other contexts, whereby men and women may have been freer to express emotion in ways 
that do not necessarily conform with the feeling rules associated with their gender. This analysis 
returned several important findings. 
 To begin, interviews with Australian men and women revealed that feelings of fear, anger, 
and empathy are important emotions not only in the context of people’s attitudes toward offenders 
more broadly, but also with respect to their views regarding the release of prisoners on parole. Both 
men and women spoke of these three emotions, demonstrating the affective dimensions underlying 
their attitudes toward parole. Many women, for example, appeared influenced by feelings of fear 
and/or anger and consequently, displayed some wariness of releasing offenders from prison early. On 
the other hand, men appeared most moved by feelings of empathy toward the offender, which 
appeared to be instrumental in leading them to view parole favourably.  
 The findings also showed that while some men and women conformed to prevailing gendered 
feeling rules, others resisted emotion norms by directly and openly expressing emotions not 
commonly associated with their gender. Some women, for example, resisted normative ideas about 
femininity and gendered rules for anger by describing the anger they experienced when thinking of 
and discussing criminal justice issues. Like the earlier research by Jaramillo-Sierra et al. (2017), these 
women demonstrated how individuals can “contest, resist, and transform gender by acting differently 
to what is expected of them according to gender norms” (p. 1828). It was also apparent, though, that 
most women were unsure of the boundaries for feminine expressions of anger in a criminal justice 
context. Consequently, many continued to distance themselves from this emotion, seemingly viewing 
it as inappropriate for their gender and/or as a mock parole board member.  
At the same time, women faced contradictory beliefs about emotion. For women, being 
emotional can oftentimes be viewed negatively (Shields, 2013). However, a failure to express 
emotion can also be problematic for women because they can be viewed as failing to meet societal 
expectations that associate femininity with being caring and nurturing (Brescoll, 2016; Shields, 2013). 
The role of parole decision-making also presents a double standard for women, where the job requires 
women to act one way, but society requires them to act in another. This emotional ‘double bind’ was 
most apparent with respect to women’s feelings of empathy toward the offender. While most women 
described feeling compassion and understanding toward the offender, they were reticent to say that 
these feelings had influenced their parole decision. Thus, they used several techniques to distance 
themselves from their feelings. By doing so, they were able to retain their social identity as caring 
and compassionate women, whilst at the same time, also maintaining a level of rationality by denying 
the importance of empathy to their parole decision. 
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 On the other hand, while many men conformed to gendered feeling rules for fear and anger, 
they mostly resisted feeling rules for empathy by offering descriptions of this emotion and its 
importance to their parole decision without reservation. It is not my intention to suggest that, by doing 
so, men have become more emotional. Rather, it appears that within this criminal justice context, 
male interviewees may have a desire to be more emotionally expressive of their feelings of empathy, 
thus demonstrating the third type of emotion work – that of admission (McQueen, 2017). Further, by 
being emotionally expressive of feelings that have traditionally been associated with femininity, men 
demonstrated that they may indeed be embracing more caring forms of masculinity that reject 
hegemonic ideals of dominance to instead emphasise values of care and relationality (Elliott, 2016).  
The analysis also highlighted, though, some limitations of emotion management theory. While 
Hochschild’s theory focused on differing emotional expectations for men and women, she paid little 
attention to how gender, together with other aspects of a person’s social identity, may influence the 
cultural feeling rules that apply to that person. The findings of the current analysis confirmed that 
while gender is an important aspect of how a person may experience and express emotion in a criminal 
justice context, other aspects of a person’s social identity, and how these aspects relate to gender, are 
also important. Specifically, the findings reported here demonstrate that the interplay between gender 
and emotion was affected by parenthood, with men describing how fatherhood had enhanced their 
empathic abilities, while women described motherhood as having intensified their feelings of anger 
and fear. Parenthood was also important to women’s expressions of anger, with mothers more openly 
expressing their anger about the criminal justice system and offenders being released on parole. 
Beyond parenthood, other aspects of a person’s identity were also important, including their age, 
occupation and previous criminal justice experiences. Thus, these findings demonstrate the 
importance of a relational approach in research exploring gender, emotion and emotion management. 
Further, the findings demonstrated how both men and women were able to navigate, negotiate 
and, in some cases, overcome the feeling rules imposed on their gender (Bolton, 2005). By doing so, 
they highlighted their capacity to be reflexive and to “react to their circumstances in ways no longer 
governed by tradition” (Holmes, 2010, p. 140). Further attention ought to be given, therefore, to better 
understanding the emotional aspects of reflexivity (Holmes, 2010).  
In the next, and final, chapter of this thesis, I bring together the quantitative results from 
Chapter 5 with the qualitative findings from the current chapter as part of an overall discussion of 
what this study reveals about gender differences in public attitudes toward parole.  
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Chapter 7: The relationship between gender, emotions and public support for parole  
7.1 Introduction 
Parole plays an important role in helping prisoners to reintegrate back into the community following 
a prison sentence, with research from both Australia (Stavrou et al., 2016; Wan et al., 2014) and 
elsewhere (Ostermann, 2013; Ostermann & Hyatt, 2016) showing that offenders who are released to 
parole have lower rates of recidivism than offenders who are released unconditionally from custody 
at the end of their sentence. Despite this, parole has long been a divisive topic amongst politicians, 
policymakers and members of the public, due to concerns that the community is unreasonably being 
put at risk by offenders who ‘should’ still be incarcerated. Some recent research has indicated that 
the Australian public hold mixed views on parole (Fitzgerald et al., 2016), but at the same time, have 
very little accurate knowledge of parole practices or procedures (Gately et al., 2017). That research 
did not, however, thoroughly examine whether support for parole varies across segments of the 
population, including whether Australian men and women differ in their support for this penal 
practice. The exploration of gender differences on this topic is an important subject of research as it 
is conceivable that men and women may have diverging views on parole, as they do with respect to 
how harshly or not prisoners ought to be punished (Applegate et al., 2002; Spiranovic et al., 2012; 
Sprott, 1999).  
This thesis explored gender differences in public support for parole. In doing so, my aim was 
twofold: firstly, to identify whether Australian men and women differed in their support for parole 
and secondly, if a gender gap did exist, to better understand the reasons underlying the differences 
between men’s and women’s views. There is an extensive body of empirical research on public 
punitiveness that explores, amongst other things, demographic explanations for the public’s desire 
for harsher punishments (Hartnagel & Templeton, 2012). However, this research has not tended to 
capture the affective dimensions of punitiveness (Indermaur & Hough, 2002). This represents a 
significant gap in the literature, since emotions like fear, disgust, remorse and compassion are 
inextricably intertwined with matters of crime and punishment (Loader, 2011). As such, this study 
explored how emotions, together with gender, might influence how people view the release of 
prisoners on parole. Importantly, it also explored how men and women might downplay or elicit 
certain emotions when communicating their views on parole to conform to societal expectations about 
appropriately masculine and feminine displays of emotion. Because criminological research has 
found strong relationships between the public’s preferences for punishment and the emotions of fear 
(Butter et al., 2013), anger (Johnson, 2009) and empathy (Posick et al., 2012), it was these three 
emotions that were given primary focus in this study.  
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Crucially, though, I argue that the key constructs of gender and emotion ought to be 
conceptualised from a social constructivist perspective; a perspective that is not often adopted in 
criminological theory and research (Dolliver & Rocker, 2018; Valcore & Pfeffer, 2018). As several 
recent studies have demonstrated, there is a trend in criminological research, particularly that which 
uses a quantitative methodology, to explore gender differences in criminal justice attitudes using the 
view of gender as a fixed biological characteristic that is represented by the binary categories of 
‘male’ and ‘female’ (Cohen & Harvey, 2007; Dolliver & Rocker, 2018; Valcore & Pfeffer, 2018). 
For a more nuanced understanding of gender, I argue that a social constructionist view instead be 
adopted, whereby gender is seen as a type of performance by a person that embodies masculine or 
feminine ideals (West & Zimmerman, 1987). Similarly, I argue for a view of ‘emotions as social’ 
(Parkinson, 1996), whereby emotions involve both physiological and social elements (Barbalet, 2006; 
Galasiński, 2004). As the following discussion highlights, these conceptualisations of gender and 
emotion are integral to uncovering the intricacies of gendered views on parole.  
 In this chapter, I revisit the key findings from both phases of this study and reflect on their 
contribution to gaining a better understanding of gender differences in public punitiveness. Through 
a discussion of the areas of agreement and disagreement between the findings of the quantitative and 
qualitative analyses, I argue that the relationship between gender and parole support is complex, 
involving diverging experiences and management of emotion and parenthood between men and 
women. 
7.2 Key Research findings 
Previous Australian research indicates that the public have mixed views on parole (Fitzgerald et al., 
2016; Gately et al., 2017). While the current study provides support for those findings by confirming 
that the Australian public have heterogenous views, it also shows that women are generally united in 
their opposition to parole, while men tend to hold more positive views. However, the relationship 
between gender and parole support is complex, with men and women impacted differently by their 
fear of parolees, punitiveness toward offenders, and parental status. This study also highlights the 
affective dimensions that underlie public views by demonstrating how men and women use emotions 
to construct their gendered identities in a criminal justice context. In this section, I discuss these key 
findings, drawing from both phases of my research.  
7.2.1 Public attitudes toward parole: A mixture of views 
The quantitative analysis (see Chapter 5) showed there were three distinct positions adopted by 
respondents toward parole release. The largest proportion of respondents (48.4%) were supportive of 
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parole. On the other hand, just over one-third were opposed to parole (37.3%) and a smaller segment 
of the population (14.3%) held neutral views – neither supporting nor opposing the idea of community 
supervision. Despite accounting for a range of variables, only the construct of a ‘belief in 
redeemability’, that is, beliefs about the capacity of offenders to change and redeem themselves 
(Maruna & King, 2009), could distinguish each of these three groups. Specifically, supporters of 
parole held the strongest beliefs in redemption, while those who opposed parole had the lowest scores 
on this variable. Demonstrating that their views likely fell somewhere between support and 
opposition, those who expressed neutral views on parole had a lower belief in redeemability score 
than parole supporters, but a higher score than parole opponents.  
These findings are consistent with previous Australian research showing that public attitudes 
are neither uniformly supportive nor punitive, but rather that the community hold a range of views 
about the release of prisoners on parole. Gately et al. (2017) reported that their sample could also be 
characterised as falling into one of three groups. There, the largest portion of respondents (37%) also 
held mostly positive views on parole. The same proportion of respondents (37%) held mixed views 
on parole, while only just over one-quarter (26%) held negative views. Using latent class analysis 
techniques, Fitzgerald et al. (2018) also found that the Australian public were best characterised as 
belonging to one of three groups, with each group holding distinct patterns of criminal justice 
attitudes. There, the public were characterised as holding progressive (31%), punitive (19%) and a 
mixture of progressive and punitive (50%) views on a range of criminal justice items, including 
support for parole. Importantly, like the current research, that study also revealed that a person’s 
beliefs about redemption was the only variable that differentiated between each group (Fitzgerald et 
al., 2018), highlighting the importance of this construct to issues of prisoner reintegration and re-
entry.   
The relationship between a person’s beliefs in redemption and their support for releasing 
offenders on parole is not altogether surprising since parolees are a stigmatised group who are often 
“portrayed as incapable of being rehabilitated” (Yelderman, West, & Miller, 2018, p. 307). Thus, 
individuals who believe strongly that most offenders can go on to lead productive and lawful lives 
may be more likely to discard these stereotypical ideas and support parole as an important tool to an 
offender’s rehabilitation and reintegration. The usefulness of this construct for predicting people’s 
attitudes on post-sentence procedures like parole was even hinted at by Maruna and King (2009), who 
pointed to what they saw as “obvious parallels to belief in the rehabilitative ideal and support for 
prisoner reintegration” (p. 21). In the Australian context, O’Sullivan et al. (2017) also recently 
highlighted the potential utility of this construct in helping researchers to better understand public 
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attitudes to the reintegration of ex-offenders. More research is needed, though, to further explore the 
link between a person’s beliefs about redemption and their support for early release procedures. 
Interviews with Australian men and women in the second phase of this study (see Chapter 6) 
also revealed a mixture of support and opposition (but rarely ambivalence) to the idea of releasing 
offenders on parole. The reasons commonly given by respondents to justify their views either in 
favour of or in opposition to parole paralleled those given by Western Australian interviewees in 
Gately et al.’s (2017) study and earlier research (Environics Research Group, 1989). Many 
interviewees saw parole as an important step in a prisoner’s reintroduction to the community, but also 
acknowledged that this process was not infallible and, at times, mistakes would be made. Others, 
though, commonly felt that parole was merely a correctional tool to address issues of prison 
overcrowding and viewed this process as undermining the criminal justice system’s responsibility to 
appropriately punish offenders. Interviewees also often mentioned the death of Jill Meagher as an 
example of how the parole system in Australia is failing in its duty to protect the community.  
Overall, though, respondents were more optimistic about parole when making a release 
decision for a hypothetical drug offender than the results of the initial quantitative analysis would 
suggest. Indeed, most interviewees (all but four) said they would grant parole to the offender 
described in the vignette. This was somewhat expected, given research showing that individuals are 
less punitive both when responding to a parole vignette (Cumberland & Zamble, 1992) and when the 
offender is a drug trafficker (Estrada-Reynolds et al., 2016a). Further, research from the Philippines, 
where members of the public were recently encouraged by the government to kill suspected drug 
offenders, indicated that the public hold above average beliefs about redeemability even for offenders 
who sell illicit substances (Labor & Gastardo-Conaco, 2017). In that study, feelings of compassion 
toward drug offenders and beliefs about their ability to redeem themselves led to a decrease in support 
for more punitive punishments. That study highlights, then, the importance of beliefs about 
redemption and emotions to public views. I return to the topic of emotions shortly.  
7.2.2 The gender gap in parole support: Australian women’s reluctance to support the early 
release of offenders 
After exploring how public attitudes toward parole were distributed across the public, I then explored 
whether men and women had diverging views on parole. Some researchers have speculated that 
women’s more equal involvement in matters of crime and punishment may result in a more 
“humanizing influence on correctional and crime policymaking” (Applegate et al., 2002, p. 98). 
Research showing that women, more so than men, view attempts at offender rehabilitation and 
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treatment favourably (Applegate et al., 2002; Cochran & Sanders, 2009; Cullen et al., 1985) and see 
offenders as redeemable (O’Sullivan et al., 2017) provides support for that argument. However, other 
research suggests that while women may hold more favourable ‘front-end’ criminal justice attitudes, 
this may shift when it comes to ‘back-end’ processes, like parole, that deal with prisoner re-entry. 
Women, for example, are more likely than men to view the sentencing of offenders as being too 
lenient in the first place (Kelley & Braithwaite, 1990; Payne et al., 2004; Sprott, 1999) and perhaps 
relatedly, to also be less supportive of procedures that allow for the early release of prisoners 
(Fitzgerald et al., 2018; Haghighi & Lopez, 1998; O’Hear & Wheelock, 2015). Based on this latter 
research, I argued that Australian women may be less supportive than Australian men of the release 
of prisoners on parole, since they could view community supervision as “just a slap on the wrist and 
not a substitute for prison” (Pew Center on the States, 2010, p. 7). This hypothesis was supported by 
the results of both phases of this study.  
 The results of the initial quantitative analysis demonstrated that gender was a strong predictor 
of parole attitudes, with the odds that women, relative to men, would oppose (rather than support) 
parole being 82 per cent greater. Further, the odds that women would take a neutral view of parole 
instead of supporting it were 80 per cent greater. Despite accounting for various demographic and 
other variables related to public attitudes toward offenders, the effect of gender in predicting parole 
attitudes remained consistently strong. These findings add weight to the assertion that no other 
variable plays as consistent or important a role in shaping the public’s attitudes on issues of crime 
and punishment as gender (Hurwitz & Smithey, 1998). The findings also coincide with the earlier 
American research of O’Hear and Wheelock (2015), who reported that the odds that men would 
support parole were 39 per cent greater than women when asked about paroling offenders halfway 
through their sentence. While that study and the current research both showed some reluctance 
amongst women to support parole, the gap between men and women was much greater in my research. 
I argue there are several possible explanations for Australian women’s lower tolerance for parole.   
Firstly, Australian women may be stronger in their opposition to parole than Australian men 
(and perhaps American men and women also) due to the abundance of negative media attention 
surrounding parole in this country in recent years. This media attention followed highly publicised 
events involving female victims of parolee offenders, most notably the rape and murder of Jill 
Meagher in 2012 by a known sex offender. The death of Meagher is often regarded as the “watershed 
moment” of Australia’s parole ‘crisis’ (Moffa, Stratton, & Ruyters, 2019, p. 3; see also Bartels, 2013) 
and triggered “mass public protest[s] about violence against women” (Moffa et al., 2019, p. 3). The 
intense scrutiny surrounding parole and violence against women may have resonated most deeply 
with Australian women. It may also have led more women than men to think of serious and/or violent 
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offenders when responding to the survey, thereby reducing their tolerance for parole. The findings of 
O’Hear and Wheelock (2015) also indicate that Australian women may be more greatly opposed to 
parole than their American counterparts. However, acts of violent reoffending by parolees against 
female victims have also occurred in the United States (and elsewhere), with the well-known cases 
involving parolees William Horton, Lawrence Singleton and Richard Alan Davis (Ireland & Prause, 
2005). Thus, media and public scrutiny as an explanation for Australian women’s greater opposition 
toward parole seems less likely.  
A second possible explanation is that while O’Hear and Wheelock (2015) asked respondents 
their thoughts on parole release after one-half of a prisoner’s sentence had been served, no time frame 
for release was specified in the current study. With research showing that most people are under the 
erroneous impression that offenders must serve only one-third of their sentence before being eligible 
for parole (Environics Research Group, 1989), it is possible that greater numbers of the Australian 
women than men in this study also held this misperception, thereby increasing their opposition to 
parole. It is not possible, however, to know whether this was the case.  
I suggest the most likely reason for Australian women’s lower tolerance for parole is related 
to issues of political conservatism. Australian electoral results indicate that unlike in the United 
States, where women tend to vote in higher numbers for the Democratic Party, there was a strong 
tradition for much of the last century amongst Australian women to vote for the conservative Liberal-
National Coalition (Hill, 2003). Although this gender gap in voting behaviour was less apparent for 
a number of years from the early 2000s, and even reversed at the time of the 2010 federal election 
with the prospect of an elected female prime minister (Bean & McAllister, 2012), the trend amongst 
women to vote conservatively was again apparent in 2013’s Australian federal election, with roughly 
44 per cent of female voters thought to have voted for the Coalition compared to 35 per cent for the 
Labor Party (Hudson, 2016). Thus, unlike women in the United States, Canada and some other 
Western countries, Australian women have historically been more right-wing and conservative than 
their male counterparts (Ingelhart & Norris, 2000).  
Parole has emerged in recent years as a politically contentious issue and a “symbolically 
important area of reform” in Australian politics (Moffa et al., 2019, p. 5; see also Freiberg et al., 
2018). By virtue of the recent parole reforms, Australian researchers argue that a more conservative 
model of ‘parole populism’ has arisen, whereby parolees have increasingly been stripped of their 
rights and the decision-making powers of parole boards have been systematically eroded (Fitzgerald 
et al., 2018; Freiberg et al., 2018; Moffa et al., 2019). I argue that Australian women, with their 
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generally conservative political views, would be more supportive of a ‘tough on crime’ political 
approach and the recent restrictions imposed on parole.  
Like the quantitative results, the qualitative findings also showed a greater reluctance amongst 
women to support parole and to make a ‘mock’ decision granting parole to a hypothetical drug 
offender. The gap observed in parole support between men and women was not as pronounced in this 
second part of the study as it was in the quantitative results, with most men (93%) and women (80%) 
saying they would grant parole to the offender. Despite this, women were generally more expressive 
of their low tolerance for parole and more often voiced punitive sentiments about offenders. Some 
women were critical of what they saw as a parole system that placed the needs of offenders over the 
safety of themselves and their families. On the other hand, while some men acknowledged that the 
parole system had failed in the past, they still tended to see the value of this penal process.  
However, the use of a crime vignette and a more deliberative approach in the second phase of 
this study suggested that women were not as punitive in their views as the survey data had initially 
suggested. Some researchers would argue that this apparent moderation of women’s views is, at least 
in part, the result of the different methodology and style of questioning used in the first and second 
phases of this study (Hutton, 2005). Indeed, in comparing global-style questions to vignette measures 
to gauge public views on parole, Cumberland and Zamble (1992) observed that “globalized questions 
ignore the complexity of decision processes and can thereby give distorted ideas of public opinion” 
(p. 453). Others, though, would argue that the provision of contextual information about an offender 
may have evoked women’s ethic of ‘care’, leading them to experience greater feelings of compassion 
for the offender (Kutateladze & Crossman, 2009). Thus, from this view, having additional 
information about an offender might have a more pronounced effect on women than it does men. 
Only partial support for this argument was found in this study. While most women did express 
feelings of care or empathy for the offender in the vignette, most distanced themselves from these 
feelings and emphasised their irrelevance to their views or parole decision. Indeed, even after 
receiving information about the offender, many women continued to express punitive sentiments 
about him.  
It seems more likely, then, that where respondents were asked to detail the reasons for their 
views on parole and parole decision, societal expectations that women espouse feminine qualities like 
nurturance and care may have been brought to the forefront for female interviewees. Consequently, 
women may have managed their emotions to elicit the expected feelings of care and compassion and 
attempted to downplay more punitive sentiments. As a result of this, women’s views toward parole 
 163 
appeared less harsh than initially thought. The possibility that women (and men) managed their 
expressions of emotion when giving their views on parole is discussed further below.  
7.2.3 The affective dimensions of parole: The role of emotions on men’s and women’s parole 
attitudes 
Both phases of this study demonstrated the importance of emotion to how men and women view 
parole and how they communicate those views in a criminal justice context. Fear was the only 
emotion that was directly measured and included in the multivariate analysis, with respondents asked 
how fearful they were of being a victim of crime committed by a parolee. That analysis revealed some 
interesting results. To begin, a fear of parolees was not a significant predictor in any of the 
comparisons between respondents who supported parole, those who opposed it, and those who took 
a neutral view. This finding was somewhat expected, given O’Hear and Wheelock’s (2015) earlier 
findings that fear was not a significant predictor of public support for parole. Despite this, due to 
theoretical arguments that fears about crime might make women, more so than men, more likely to 
oppose early release procedures (Haghighi & Lopez, 1998), I investigated what effect, if any, 
differing levels of fear had on gender differences in parole attitudes.  
Unexpectedly, the moderation analysis showed that it was women who reported having the 
lowest level of fear of parolees who had the highest odds of opposing, rather than supporting, parole. 
As well as conflicting with the results of previous research, which showed that “female fear of crime 
tends to make women seek incapacitative measures more so than males” (Whitehead & Blankenship, 
2000, p. 11), these results also seemingly conflicted with the findings of the subsequent qualitative 
analysis. There, interviews with Australian men and women showed that it was women for whom 
fears about crime and/or of parolees were most salient who voiced the greatest opposition to the 
release of prisoners on parole. In particular, women who were mothers expressed strong fears of crime 
which were clearly linked to their decision to deny parole to the hypothetical offender, as well as their 
opposition to early release procedures more broadly.  
 Conflicting findings were also found when exploring the effect of punitiveness (which I argue 
may reflect underlying feelings of anger) on gender differences in parole support. In the quantitative 
analysis, it was women who were the least punitive that had the higher odds of opposing, rather than 
supporting, parole. This finding was also unexpected, as it would seem logical that less punitive 
individuals (who generally did not wish to see offenders punished more harshly) would be more 
supportive of parole. Conversely, the qualitative analysis showed that individuals who were the most 
punitive in their views were more likely to express their dissatisfaction with parole practices and 
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procedures. Thus, the results of the initial quantitative analysis with respect to the interactions 
between gender, fear and anger were in the opposite direction to what one might expect and were not 
supported by the findings of the qualitative analysis.  
 There may be several reasons for these seemingly conflicting findings. To begin, respondents 
in the initial quantitative analysis were not the same respondents who were interviewed in the second 
research phase. It is possible, therefore, that emotions simply had a different effect on these two 
samples of respondents. There is, however, a more plausible explanation. While survey participants 
did not know that gender differences in public views on parole was a key area of interest for this 
study, interview respondents were made aware of this as part of the informed consent procedures. As 
previous research has highlighted, men and women may be more likely to answer questions or present 
themselves in ways that conform to gender stereotypes when the issue of gender is made salient to 
them (Ryan et al., 2004). Consequently, knowing that the qualitative phase of this study was 
specifically interested in gender differences in public support for parole and the underlying emotions 
that might be connected to those attitudes, participants may have been primed to present themselves 
in ways that conformed to gender stereotypes. This could include, for example, enacting their 
gendered identity through their conformity (or resistance) to normative ideas of appropriately 
masculine and feminine emotions.  
 Indeed, there was evidence that interview participants used emotion as part of their 
performance of gender in a criminal justice context. Men and women enacted their gendered identity 
whilst navigating culturally derived (but sometimes conflicting) emotion norms that dictate the ways 
men and women ‘should’ experience and express emotion. In some ways, men’s and women’s 
expressions of emotion conformed with prevailing gendered ideas about emotion. For example, 
women commonly expressed feeling fearful of crime, for both themselves and their loved ones, while 
men mostly denied such feelings unless their fear was for their children, rather than for themselves. 
Thus, it is possible that because the importance of gender and emotion was made salient to them, 
female interviewees may have been even more aware of the expectations that they conform to 
prevailing societal views that link femininity to feelings of powerlessness and fear. This pressure may 
not have been experienced (at least not to the same degree) by the female respondents in the national 
survey, thereby allowing them to express strong views in opposition of parole, but not feeling the 
need to justify that opposition through their feelings of fear.  
In other ways, though, interviewees used emotion to resist normative views of masculinity 
and femininity. By doing so, they demonstrated that men and women are reflexive and can negotiate 
and overcome the feeling rules assumed to apply to a criminal justice context (Bolton, 2004). Some 
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women, for example, openly expressed feelings of anger about the release of offenders on parole, 
confirming the findings of earlier research suggesting that women are becoming more expressive of 
this emotion (Jaramillo-Sierra et al., 2017). For the most part, though, women continued to distance 
themselves from their anger, clearly unsure as to whether it was appropriate for them to express anger 
as women and further, as mock parole board members. Women also experienced emotional double 
standards when it came to feelings of empathy. On the one hand, they demonstrated their desire to 
present as caring and maternal women, as these are important feminine traits. However, they also 
attempted to avoid being viewed as merely soft-hearted women who were unable to control their 
emotions. The men in this study, like the men in other recent research (Elliott, 2016; Galasiński, 2004; 
Hanna & Gough, 2016; Jordan, 2018), also resisted gendered emotion norms by embracing more 
caring forms of masculinity, whereby they commonly expressed feelings of empathy and 
understanding. By expressing feelings that are not traditionally associated with masculinity, the men 
in this study provided evidence of McQueen’s (2017) third type of emotion management, that of 
admission. Here, a person admits to the experience of emotions that do not conform with the 
traditional feeling rules associated with their gender (McQueen, 2017).  
Importantly, these findings highlight that there is no uniform approach for either men or 
women when it comes to navigating their gender through their presentation of emotion, at least in a 
criminal justice context. Thus, unlike what might be inferred from Hochschild’s (1983) theory, there 
does not appear to be a clearly demarcated binary division for men or women for the expression or 
management of emotion. Instead, these findings add weight to the idea that gender (and indeed 
emotion) is more appropriately viewed as a type of situated social action or performance (West & 
Zimmerman, 1987), whereby a person’s performance of gender and emotion may vary across 
situations and contexts. Consequently, unlike Hochschild’s (1983) notion of a ‘real self’, I find that 
men and women in modern society are more fluid and changeable in their feelings and behaviours as 
they navigate the accomplishment of their gender through their display of emotion.  
7.2.4 The complexity of public attitudes: Interactions between gender and parenthood 
The importance of parental status to people’s views on issues of crime and punishment was another 
key finding of this study. Again, though, some disjuncture was observed between the two phases of 
this study. In the quantitative phase, I examined whether parental status moderated the relationship 
between gender and parole attitudes. This allowed me to explore, firstly, whether support for parole 
significantly differed amongst parents and non-parents. Here, I anticipated that respondents who were 
parents would be less supportive of parole due to previous research showing that parenthood increases 
a person’s punitiveness (Leverentz, 2011) and leads them to assume a “more defensive stance against 
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crime” (Welch, 2011, p. 897). However, the moderation analysis showed the opposite to be true, with 
parents having significantly increased odds of supporting parole compared to non-parents.  
One possible reason for this finding is that greater support for parole amongst parents may be 
related to their beliefs about redemption, with recent Australian research showing that parents held 
significantly stronger beliefs that offenders can desist from criminal activity than non-parents 
(O’Sullivan et al., 2017). Further, the multivariate analysis reported in Chapter 5 showed that a 
person’s beliefs about redemption were strongly related to their views on parole, with those who held 
stronger beliefs in redemption being more supportive of the release of prisoners on parole. However, 
as I did not test the interaction between parental status, beliefs in redemption and attitudes toward 
parole, it remains to be seen whether respondents with children are more supportive of parole because 
of their stronger beliefs about the possibility of offender change. A second explanation comes from 
the qualitative research findings, where the thematic analysis showed that the experience of 
parenthood made men (but not women) more empathic toward offenders and, consequently, more 
supportive of processes designed to assist a prisoner’s re-entry to the community. It is possible, 
therefore, that increased compassion for offenders amongst parents, or at least fathers, may have 
contributed to this finding. Further research is needed, though, to further explore this relationship. 
The moderation analysis also allowed me to explore whether the effect of parental status on 
parole attitudes differed by gender. Here, the analysis showed that the odds of opposing rather than 
supporting parole were twice as large for women who did not have children than for men who did not 
have children. Thus, while non-parents were more likely to oppose parole than parents, it was women 
who did not have children who had the highest odds of opposing parole. Interestingly, this finding 
also conflicted with the latter qualitative analysis, which showed that it was women who were mothers 
that were the most expressive of their opposition to parole. For these women, fears for the safety of 
their children and anger about the potential risk of harm posed by offenders on parole were key 
reasons associated with their concerns about parole.  
The most plausible explanation for these seemingly conflicting findings relates to the different 
methods used in each phase of my study to gauge public views. In the national survey, respondents 
were asked to answer many broadly worded questions relating to the release of prisoners on parole. 
In contrast, in the qualitative interviews, respondents were presented a crime vignette involving an 
offender seeking release on parole. That offender was described as a 26-year-old man who had been 
convicted of supplying methamphetamines to two 16-year-old girls. It is possible that this vignette 
brought stereotypical notions that most offenders are men who have women or children as their 
victims to the forefront of female interviewees’ minds (Kutateladze & Crossman, 2009). Further, for 
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the women who were mothers, being faced with a serious offence that was committed against children 
may have made their own experience as a parent more salient to their views, thereby evoking a more 
punitive response from them (Hurwitz & Smithey, 1998). Adding support for this argument, the 
mothers who were the most expressive of their opposition to parole in the qualitative study were 
between 35 and 44 years of age. It is likely, therefore, that their children were not yet of adult age and 
still quite vulnerable.  
7.2.5 Summary 
This study offers several important findings about the relationship between gender and public 
punitiveness. To begin, it shows that public views on parole are mixed, with Australians neither 
uniformly for nor against the supervision of offenders in the community. Despite this, women appear 
generally united in their lower tolerance for parole, with much greater odds than men of opposing this 
penal process. There is some indication that diverging experiences and management of emotion may 
partly explain gender differences in parole support, with both men and women showing an awareness 
of societal expectations for appropriately masculine and feminine emotion. Experiences of 
parenthood also appear to lead men and women to experience quite different feelings, which also play 
into their views on community-based punishments.  
The findings also demonstrate the continued significance of Hochschild’s theory in framing 
the social nature of emotion, but more importantly, the relevance of her ideas to criminological 
research. Although the application of Hochschild’s theory to a more modern and criminal justice 
context required a move away from an essentialist view of gender to instead incorporate more modern 
conceptualisations of gender, this study demonstrated how West and Zimmerman’s (1987) ‘doing 
gender’ approach compliments Hochschild’s (1983) view that emotions involve social as well as 
physiological elements. This study also establishes a theoretical framework for understanding gender 
differences in the public’s tolerance for penal practices, like parole, that involve the supervised release 
of prisoners in the community. Beyond public punitiveness, this framework may also prove useful to 
researchers who are interested in gender differences in other areas of public opinion including, for 
example, social and political policy attitudes and behaviours.  
7.3 Policy implications 
The findings of this study also have several important implications for Australian policymaking. To 
begin, this study confirmed that parole is a highly emotive topic (Freiberg et al., 2018; Moffa et al., 
2019). Therefore, if politicians and policymakers wish to increase public support for this penal 
process, they will need to pay more attention to the affective dimensions of public punitiveness 
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(Freiberg, 2001), including public fear and anger over the use of community-based punishments. This 
study also showed, however, that the Australian public hold fairly balanced views on parole overall 
(with the largest proportion of the public being supportive of parole). Therefore, those who perceive 
the public as uniformly in favour of more restrictive parole release procedures have a mistaken or 
misguided understanding of public opinion. Indeed, by relying on public polls and surveys as a 
measure of public views, politicians and policymakers are “oversimplifying community perceptions 
that are in fact more complex” (Lindsey & Miller, 2011, p. 501).  
This study also demonstrates that segments of the population are less supportive than others 
of parole and may be more likely to support the introduction of more punitive criminal justice policies 
and reforms. This highlights the need for key stakeholders to better understand both public and 
individual preferences for punishment. As Kutateladze and Crossman (2009) argue, such an 
understanding will lead not only to more informed public policy but may also reveal “a particular 
culture’s most basic values and beliefs” (p. 322). A more comprehensive understanding of individual 
differences in public views may also help to “identify the true sources of support for the punitive laws 
passed over the past few decades and discourage lawmakers from responding to certain segments of 
the public with bills that merely satiate a desire for getting tough” (Welch, 2011, p. 898). 
Care must be taken, however, to avoid any suggestion that women’s greater opposition to 
parole is misguided or the result of a deficit in their knowledge that ought to be rectified (Loader, 
2011). Suggestions that public opinion should have no role in criminal justice policymaking should 
also be avoided (Loader, 2011). Instead, I agree with Loader’s (2011) argument that members of the 
public, both men and women, ought to be involved in deliberative processes that “address people’s 
anger, fears and resentments with a view to finding resolutions that depend upon and release the 
possibilities of remorse, forgiveness and hope” (pp. 356-7). The findings of this study provide support 
for Loader’s (2011) suggested ‘redirection model’, with public views clearly more balanced when a 
more deliberative approach is taken. This approach, in my view, will also allow public emotions to 
be used in a constructive manner. 
7.4 Limitations 
In this dissertation, I provide a more comprehensive and nuanced understanding of gender differences 
in public punitiveness than has previously existed. However, like all research, my findings must be 
evaluated in light of the limitations of my research approach. I begin this section by setting out the 
weaknesses related to the initial quantitative phase of my study, before turning to a discussion of the 
limitations of the qualitative phase of this research.  
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7.4.1 Phase 1: Quantitative study limitations 
The first limitation in this part of my study relates to the measurement of the key construct of ‘gender’ 
in the National Study of Community Views on Parole. As discussed in Chapter 3, during data 
collection, survey respondents’ gender was coded using the binary categories of ‘male’ and ‘female’. 
The coding of the variable in this way meant that I had to adopt a binary view of gender in the first 
research phase. While this remains a common conceptualisation of gender in criminological research 
(Cohen & Harvey, 2007; Valcore & Pfeffer, 2018), it would have been preferable for survey 
respondents to instead be asked for their gender identity. This would have allowed me to gain a more 
nuanced view of gender from the outset and avoid the misclassification and/or exclusion of 
transgender or gender non-conforming individuals from that analysis (Valcore & Pfeffer, 2018). 
Further, with recent research showing that measures of gender identity, rather than sex, produced a 
stronger predictive model of deviance (Dolliver & Rocker, 2017) it is possible that incorporating a 
measure of gender identity may have also altered the results of my quantitative analysis.  
 Second, to measure public support for parole, survey participants were asked to respond to a 
statement regarding their support for the release of prisoners to serve the last part of their sentence in 
the community under supervision. That statement was the only direct measure of respondents’ support 
for parole in the national survey, but did not explicitly refer to parole (although parole was defined 
for respondents immediately before they were asked this question). While it is hoped that participants 
understood that this item was intended to gauge their level of support for parole, it is possible that 
some respondents answered this question not realising that it was intended to measure their views on 
parole, specifically. It would be preferable, therefore, to construct a multi-item measure of public 
support for parole (Samra-Grewal & Roesch, 2000). Further, even though a simple explanation of 
parole was provided to respondents before the commencement of the survey, research indicates that 
this concept can be difficult for the public to understand, even when a clear definition is provided 
(Cumberland & Zamble, 1992; Roberts, 1988). It is possible, therefore, that at least some proportion 
of respondents did not have a clear or accurate understanding of the concept of parole when giving 
their views. This issue reinforces the need for researchers to consider the use of more deliberative 
research approaches where respondents’ understanding of key concepts can be more easily evaluated.  
Further, while many of the variables linked by previous research to people’s attitudes toward 
offenders were included in the MLR analysis, there were some potentially important variables that 
were not able to be included as predictor variables. For example, information relating to a 
respondent’s religious and political affiliations were not collected as part of the national survey, 
despite previous research linking these factors to people’s views of offenders (Garland et al., 2017; 
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Glanz, 1994; Leverentz, 2011; O’Hear & Wheelock, 2015; Rade et al., 2018). It is possible that the 
inclusion of these variables might have improved the overall fit of the MLR model and better 
accounted for the gender gap in public support for parole; a gap that could not be explained using the 
available predictors.  
7.4.2 Phase 2: Qualitative study limitations  
There were also some limitations with respect to the second phase of my study and the qualitative 
nature of the interview data. To begin, the requirements for ethical clearance meant that I had to 
inform interview participants in the information sheet for this part of my study that I was interested 
in gender differences in public attitudes toward parole and the potential underlying reasons for any 
such differences. Research shows that when gender is made salient to research participants, they are 
more likely to answer questions or describe themselves in ways that conform to gender stereotypes 
(Ryan et al., 2004). As a result, it is possible that knowing that this research was primarily interested 
in gender differences may have primed some participants to present themselves in a stereotypically 
gendered manner. For example, interview participants may have been influenced (even 
unconsciously) to present themselves in ways that conformed to or resisted normative ideas about 
masculinity and femininity. Despite this, my research is situated within the 
interpretivist/constructivist paradigm, which acknowledges the importance of context and the 
construction of reality through social interaction (see Howell, 2013). Participants’ construction of 
their gender through social interaction was, therefore, crucial to my research and I chose not to attempt 
to deceive interviewees about my specific research interest in gender. 
As with all qualitative research, it was imperative that I reflect on the influence that I, as the 
researcher, may have had on the collection and analysis of the interview data. Perhaps most 
importantly, given that my research focuses on gender-related issues, is the influence that my gender 
may have had on my research (Berger, 2015). As Broom, Hand and Tovey (2009) argue, because 
gender is pervasive in all aspects of social life, it is inevitable that qualitative interviewing will involve 
aspects of gender performance and impression management. It is likely that the performance of my 
own gender (as a woman) may have influenced how interview participants presented themselves and 
framed their responses to questions. Research shows, for example, that male interviewees tend to use 
the interviewer’s gender “as a cue to gauge the interviewer’s orientations and opinions” and to 
develop “their responses within that gendered context” (Williams & Heikes, 1993, p. 288). It is 
possible, therefore, that male interviewees may have answered questions in a certain way (or avoided 
saying certain things) because of my own gendered performance (Broom et al., 2009). In other ways, 
though, my gender may have been advantageous for data collection, with research indicating that 
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female interviewers may have more success in encouraging male interviewees to speak about topics 
they might have otherwise avoided, like emotion (Manderson, Bennett, & Andajani-Sutjahjo, 2006). 
Female interviewees may have also been influenced by my gender. They may, for instance, have 
framed their responses in a way that assumed that we (as women) shared certain background 
experiences (DeVault, 1990). It was hoped, though, that the use of telephone interviews (as opposed 
to face-to-face interviews) might have helped to reduce interviewer effects like these (Carr & Worth, 
2001).  
Furthermore, the wording and nature of the interview questions may have also shaped the 
responses given by interview participants (Rabe-Hemp, 2009). For example, when women (and men) 
were asked whether they thought their views were similar or different from the views of most other 
women (or men), their response may have been influenced by a desire to conform to the ‘majority’ 
views they believed other individuals from their gender group would express. Further, when asked 
how they thought members of the opposite gender would view issues like parole, interviewees may 
have been encouraged to emphasise differences between men and women, rather than similarities. In 
this way, men and women may have simultaneously been constructing an appropriately gendered 
persona, while also responding to the demands of the research (Rabe-Hemp, 2009).  
Finally, while there are many recognised benefits of using semi-structured interviewing 
techniques, some researchers have raised concerns that this method might not be the most appropriate 
for studies that require participants to discuss their emotional experiences (Affleck, Glass, & 
Macdonald, 2012). This may particularly be the case for studies involving male interviewees:  
There is a danger that using research methods that rely solely on verbal articulation may result 
in a lack of accurate data on these participants’ emotional experience, and dissuade some men 
from participating who may be uncomfortable with the prospect of discussing their emotional 
experiences at length. (Affleck et al., 2012, p. 160)  
While this is a valid concern for some areas of research, no interviewees in the current study were 
asked to describe or reflect on their emotions in detail. Further, while some of the questions asked of 
interviewees did relate to their feelings about certain criminal justice issues, this was not a key focus 
of the interviews. Further, no explicit mention of emotions was made in the information sheet for this 
study, and therefore it was unlikely that potential research participants may have been dissuaded from 
participating in this study for this reason.    
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7.5 Areas for future research 
In Chapter 2, I highlighted that few empirical studies have focused on the existence of gender 
differences in public attitudes toward parole or engaged with theoretical explanations that might help 
to explain such differences. This study built on this literature by showing that a gender gap in parole 
attitudes does exist, but that the reasons underlying this gap are complex, involving the interplay 
between gender, emotion and emotion management. However, a few questions remain unanswered. 
In this section, I outline these questions and make recommendations for future areas of research on 
this topic. 
 The first recommendation relates to the conceptualization of gender and the inclusion of 
multiple gender categories in public opinion research. With the word ‘gender’ in the title of this 
dissertation, one might presume that the primary topic of this study was women (Valcore & Pfeffer, 
2018). This is partially correct, however my focus was not on all women (and men), but rather, to 
white, cisgender, heterosexual women (and men). By doing so, my study excluded other important 
gender categories, including ‘transgender women’, ‘transgender men’, ‘queer and questioning’, and 
‘other’ (Dank et al., 2015). The focus on cisgender individuals is fairly typical in many areas of 
research, with Valcore and Pfeffer (2018) observing that “it is not uncommon to find that lesbian and 
bisexual women, queer women, trans women, and non-binary females are discussed separately, in a 
different journal, or in a separate chapter, if at all” (p. 335). It is important, therefore, that researchers 
who conduct public opinion studies embrace more exhaustive categories of gender to ensure a more 
nuanced and inclusive understanding of gender presentation and expression is gained.  
Second, a key topic for the current study related to the interplay between gender and emotion. 
However, as Lively (2019) points out, emotions scholars have increasingly problematised their 
understanding of gender by considering the intersection between gender and other aspects of a 
person’s social identity, including their race, sexuality, social class and religious beliefs. By doing so, 
they recognise that “gender is never just about sex but varies by race, ethnicity, nation, class, and a 
variety of other dimensions of social life” (Celis et al., 2013, p. 2). While a relational approach to 
gender was determined as the more appropriate approach for the current study, it is important to 
acknowledge that far too little attention has so far been paid to issues of intersectionality (Celis et al., 
2013). Future research on the interplay between gender and emotions should, therefore, give priority 
to exploring how the many other aspects that constitute women’s (and men’s) experiences of gender 
intersect and influence how they present and express themselves in a criminal justice context.  
 Further, while the qualitative phase of this study used a vignette involving a drug offender 
who was applying for parole, previous research has shown that members of the public are more likely 
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to grant parole for this type of offender than for others, including those convicted of arson or armed 
robbery (Estrada-Reynolds et al., 2016a). Future research should, therefore, continue to explore 
public views on the appropriateness of parole for different types of offenders, including those 
convicted of violent, sexual and property offences.  As part of that research, a focus could be given 
to men’s and women’s ability to empathetically identify with different types of offenders (Unnever 
& Cullen, 2009), with an examination of the effect of that identification on their support for parole. 
Further, public views on parole for both male and female offenders should also be explored, given 
research showing that women, unlike men, may be more supportive of rehabilitation and less punitive 
toward female offenders than male offenders (Applegate et al., 2002).  
Finally, while the second phase of this study explored how members of the public, as mock 
parole board members, experienced and expressed feelings of fear, anger and empathy, researchers 
should also explore whether actual parole board members are similarly affected by these and other 
emotions and how they might manage these feelings when making parole decisions. This is an 
interesting area for further research, given the denial by some that emotions have any place in parole 
board decision-making (Hill, 2018; Sofronoff, 2016), despite evidence showing that emotions have 
permeated various aspects of parole policies and decision-making. 
7.6 Concluding comments 
Parole plays an important role in assisting prisoners as they reintegrate into the community following 
a prison sentence. Despite this, parole is a controversial process, with widespread concerns that 
offenders who pose a risk to public safety are prematurely being released back to the community. 
There is little empirical research, though, on how the public view this penal process and whether, as 
they do for other issues relating to crime, punishment and rehabilitation, different segments of the 
community have diverging views on this topic. Since gender is arguably the most pervasive part of a 
person’s social identity, it was important that research in this area begin with an analysis of gender 
differences in public attitudes toward parole (Hammarström et al., 2014). 
This dissertation showed there is a significant gender gap in public views on parole in 
Australia, with women less supportive of this penal process than men. However, the relationship 
between gender and public support for parole is not as straightforward as one might assume (or 
indeed, as the initial quantitative analysis would suggest). Instead, this study showed there is a 
complex interplay of many factors, including various emotions, societal pressures to conform to 
gendered feeling rules, and experiences of parenthood that all intertwine to influence how men and 
women express their views on this issue. Further, while the findings of both studies demonstrated the 
differences in the views held by men and women, it is important to acknowledge that differences also 
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existed within groups of women and men. Thus, it would be misleading to state that all women 
opposed the release of prisoners on parole, as there were women in both phases of this research who 
saw the value of this process. Similarly, just as there were men who supported the idea of parole, 
there were also those who opposed it. It is important, therefore, that these within-gender differences 
are not glossed over in discussions of the gender gap in parole attitudes (Shields, 2013).   
These findings illustrate that we should avoid making sweeping statements about the influence 
of gender on public views on issues of crime and punishment and instead acknowledge the complexity 
of this issue. These findings also highlight the need for researchers to avoid relying solely on broadly 
worded survey questions to gauge public opinion – since that method seems to evoke a more punitive 
and unconsidered version of public (and gendered) views. Indeed, researchers are already 
increasingly calling for quantitative survey methods to be either replaced or supplemented with more 
deliberate, qualitative approaches to provide a more comprehensive understanding of public opinion 
(Adriaenssen & Aertsen, 2015; Simpson et al., 2015). Researchers conducting public opinion studies 
should also, as I have in this study, consider the adoption of a social constructionist view of gender 
as a type of performance in order to gain a more nuanced understanding of how men and women 
enact their gendered identity in a criminal justice context. While there is a great deal more to learn in 
this area, improving how we conceptualise and measure gender in this type of research will 
significantly advance our understanding of public views on issues of crime and punishment.  
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Appendix A – Gatekeeper letter 
  
 
 
 
 
 
Shannon Buglar 
PhD Candidate 
School of Social Science 
University of Queensland 
ST LUCIA  QLD  4067 
  
  
  
Dear Sir/Madam,  
  
I am a PhD student at the University of Queensland and as part of my research I am conducting a 
study of gender differences in public attitudes toward parole. I am writing to ask if it would be 
possible to recruit participants for this study through your community Facebook page. I have 
selected your particular page because of its broad membership across South-East Queensland. 
  
I have prepared a description of the study and what is involved in it for potential participants, and I 
have attached a copy for you to read. Participants will be directed to an online survey on the website 
Survey Monkey. A link to this survey is provided below:   
 
https://www.surveymonkey.com/r/VT5WKCQ  
   
I hope that you find the attached project of interest and will be agreeable to allowing me to advertise 
it on your Facebook page.  Please feel free to contact me if you have any queries.  Alternatively, 
you may wish to contact my supervisor, Dr Robin Fitzgerald on r.fitzgerald@uq.edu.au if you 
would like a reference or other information. 
  
Many thanks for taking the time to read this and I hope to hear from you soon. 
  
Yours faithfully, 
  
  
Shannon Buglar 
 
s.buglar@uq.edu.au  
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Appendix B – Recruitment survey information sheet 
 
Gender differences or “doing gender”? Examining men’s and women’s views on parole in Australia 
 
 
Dear…………………, 
 
You are invited to participate in a research project being conducted at the University of Queensland. 
Please read this sheet carefully and be confident that you understand its contents before deciding 
whether to participate. If you have any questions about this project, please contact the primary 
researcher.  
 
Who is involved in the research project? Why is it being conducted? 
This research is being conducted as part of a PhD project at the University of Queensland. The 
purpose of this research is to examine men’s and women’s views on prisoner reintegration and re-
entry. Specifically, the research explores gender differences in the public’s views on parole, as well 
as potential reasons why men and women may feel differently about these issues.  
 
The principal researcher is Shannon Buglar (s.buglar@uq.edu.au). The supervisor for this project is 
Robin Fitzgerald (r.fitzgerald@uq.edu.au).  
 
If I agree to participate, what will I be required to do? 
You will be asked to complete an online survey. This survey will ask you to respond to 6 statements 
about the ability of offenders to change and desist from criminal activity. The survey will take 
approximately 5 minutes to complete. 
You will also be asked to provide your age, gender, and current state or territory of residence. You 
will not be asked to provide any other personal details. 
At the end of the survey, you will be asked if you would be willing to take part in a follow-up 
telephone interview. There is no obligation to agree to take part.  
 
Will my survey answers remain confidential?  
The information collected in the survey will not be disclosed to any other parties. Your responses 
will be used for the purpose of this project only. You can be assured that if you take part in the 
project you will remain anonymous.  
 
What are the advantages of participating in this study?  
You may find the research interesting and enjoy providing your opinion on the ability of offenders 
to change and desist from crime.  
 
No compensation for your time or other incentive will be provided for your participation in the 
survey. 
 
Are there any disadvantages of participating?  
It could be that you are not comfortable sharing your views on crime and related matters.  
Access to results 
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Individual feedback will not be provided to you. However, you may request that the research team 
send you a summary of the research once the project is completed by emailing the primary 
researcher. 
 
What are my rights as a participant?  
• The right to withdraw from participation at any time before completion of the survey. 
• The right to have any unprocessed data withdrawn and destroyed, provided it can be reliably 
identified, and provided that so doing does not increase the risk for the participant. 
• The right to have any questions answered at any time. 
• The right to view the outcomes of the study at its completion by contacting the researchers. 
 
Who should I contact if I have any questions? 
You should contact the primary researcher Shannon Buglar (s.buglar@uq.edu.au) or the research 
supervisor Dr. Robin Fitzgerald (r.fitzgerald@uq.edu.au) or (07) 33652287.  
 
Ethical clearance statement 
This study adheres to the Guidelines of the ethical review process of The University of Queensland 
and the National Statement on Ethical Conduct in Human Research. Whilst you are free to discuss 
your participation in this study with project staff (contactable at s.buglar@uq.edu.au or 
r.fitzgerald@uq.edu.au), if you would like to speak to an officer of the University not involved in 
the study, you may contact the Ethics Coordinator on (07) 3365 3924. 
 
I confirm that:  
1. I have read the above participant information 
2. I am 18 years or older 
3. I would like to take part in the survey  
 
Yes   No 
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Appendix C – Survey Monkey questionnaire 
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Appendix D – Interview information packet and consent form 
Participant Information Sheet 
 
 
Gender differences or “doing gender”? Examining men’s and women’s views on parole in Australia 
 
 
Dear  , 
 
You are invited to participate in a research project being conducted at the University of Queensland. 
Please read this sheet carefully and be confident that you understand its contents before deciding 
whether to participate. If you have any questions about this project, please contact the primary 
researcher.  
 
Who is involved in the research project? Why is it being conducted? 
 
This research is being conducted as part of a PhD project at the University of Queensland. The 
purpose of this research is to examine men’s and women’s views on prisoner reintegration and re-
entry. Specifically, the research explores gender differences in people’s views on parole, as well as 
potential reasons why men and women may feel differently about these issues.  
 
The principal researcher is Shannon Buglar (s.buglar@uq.edu.au). The supervisor for this project is 
Dr. Robin Fitzgerald (r.fitzgerald@uq.edu.au).  
 
If I agree to participate, what will I be required to do? 
 
You will be asked to take part in a telephone interview. During this interview, you will be asked 
your views on crime, rehabilitation, and prisoner re-entry. In particular, you will be asked your 
thoughts on parole, a process that allows for the supervised release of prisoners back to the 
community before the expiry of their full term of imprisonment. 
 
Your interview will last for approximately 45 minutes. The interview will be audio-recorded for 
later transcription. You will be asked to take part in one telephone interview only.  
 
You will be provided a $40.00 gift card as a thank you for your time. This gift card will be posted to 
you upon completion of your interview.  
 
Will your participation in the project remain confidential?  
 
If you agree to take part in the telephone interview, your name will not be recorded on any 
documents and the information will not be disclosed to other parties. Your responses to the 
questions will be used for the purpose of this project only. You can be assured that if you take part 
in the project you will remain anonymous.  
 
Do you have to take part in the study? 
 
No. Your participation is entirely voluntary. You are not obliged to take part. 
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If you do not wish to take part in the telephone interview, you do not have to give a reason and you 
will not be contacted again.  
 
Similarly, if you do agree to participate, you are free to withdraw at any time during the interview if 
you change your mind. 
 
What are the advantages of participating in this study?  
 
You may find the research on public attitudes toward parole interesting and enjoy providing your 
opinion on crime, rehabilitation, and prisoner re-entry. 
 
Are there any disadvantages of participating?  
 
It could be that you are not comfortable sharing your views on crime and related matters.  
 
Access to results 
 
Individual feedback will not be provided to participants. However, you may request that the 
research team sends you a summary of the research once the project is completed by emailing the 
primary researcher. 
 
Who should I contact if I have any questions? 
You should contact the primary researcher Shannon Buglar (s.buglar@uq.edu.au) or the research 
supervisor Dr. Robin Fitzgerald (r.fitzgerald1@uq.edu.au) or (07) 33652287.  
 
Ethical clearance statement 
 
This study adheres to the Guidelines of the ethical review process of The University of Queensland 
and the National Statement on Ethical Conduct in Human Research. Whilst you are free to discuss 
your participation in this study with project staff (contactable at s.buglar@uq.edu.au or 
r.fitzgerald1@uq.edu.au), if you would like to speak to an officer of the University not involved in 
the study, you may contact the Ethics Coordinator on (07) 3365 3924. 
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Participant Consent Form 
 
 
Gender differences or “doing gender”? Examining men’s and women’s views on parole in Australia 
 
 
I have read the participant information sheet and I hereby consent to taking part in a telephone 
interview as part of the research project on public attitudes toward parole: 
• I have been given clear information about the study and understand what is required of me.  
• I understand that my participation is voluntary. I may refuse to answer any question and I 
remain free to withdraw from the study at any time without explanation.  
• I am aware that the interview will be audiotape recorded and transcribed.  
• I understand that all information from the interview will be remain confidential to the 
research team and that all information will be securely stored with all identifying 
information removed and stored separately in the research office of the primary researcher 
of this project.  
• I understand that none of the information that I provide will be described or portrayed in any 
way that will be identify me in any report on the study.  
• I am aware that I may ask any further questions about the study at any time.  
• I am aware that I will receive a $40.00 gift card to compensate me for my time in 
participating in the interview.  
 
 
 
_________________   _______________________  _________ 
Participant signature                              Full name of participant                   Date 
 
 
 
_________________   _______________________  _________ 
Witness signature                                 Full name of witness                    Date 
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Appendix E – Parole information for interviewees 
 
 
What is parole? 
 
Nearly all prisoners will eventually be released. Some prisoners may be paroled which means they 
are released from prison to serve the last part of their sentence in the community. Their release is 
supervised by corrections officers and they can get some help with things like mental health and 
substance abuse issues. They also need to obey certain rules. If they break any of these rules they 
could be sent back to prison for the rest of their sentence. 
 
How does parole work? 
 
As an example, consider that a prisoner is serving a six-year sentence. Upon completing half of 
their sentence, they become eligible for parole. 
 
If parole is granted: The prisoner will be released to serve the last three years of their sentence in 
the community. They are still technically considered a ‘prisoner’ and are under the supervision of 
corrective services. They may be required, for instance, to report to their parole officer on a regular 
basis, submit to drug and/or alcohol testing, and attend rehabilitation programs. If they breach a 
condition of their parole, they may be sent back to prison for the remainder of their original 
sentence.  
 
If parole is denied:  The prisoner will be released after serving their full six-year sentence. Upon 
being released, they will not be monitored or be required to abide by any conditions.  
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Appendix F – Parole vignette 
Application for parole 
Offence and sentence: Mr A is a 26-year-old male serving a 4-year prison sentence for drug supply 
offences. He has served 2 years of his prison sentence and is now applying for release on parole.  
Circumstances of the offence: Mr A was convicted of supplying two 16-year-old girls with a small 
quantity of the drug methamphetamine, commonly known as “ice”. At the time of the offence, Mr 
A had been regularly selling drugs at a train station adjacent to a public high school, often to 
teenagers in school uniform. Mr A had been living on the streets since the age of 15. Selling drugs 
was his only source of income. Mr A was not a drug user himself.  
Victim information: Police had observed Mr A supplying drugs to the two 16-year-old girls. The 
drugs were confiscated and no further action was taken against the teenagers. 
Offence history: Mr A has previous convictions for public nuisance offences (relating to his 
homelessness) and one previous charge of drug supply. This is his first prison sentence.  
Behaviour in prison: Correctional Staff report that Mr A displayed ‘difficult’ behaviour during the 
first six months of his sentence, fighting with other prisoners and refusing orders. In the 18 months 
since then, staff have reported a noticeable change in Mr A’s attitude and behaviour. Mr A has had 
no disciplinary infractions in the past year.  
Program information: Mr A has completed some educational upgrading during his sentence. Having 
never finished his secondary education, Mr A was recently awarded his high school diploma. Mr A 
also participated in a vocational skills course in the hopes of increasing his employability. Reports 
of his participation were positive.  
Release plan: Mr A has recently reconnected with his uncle, who has agreed to allow Mr A to live 
with him for six months while he gets back on his feet. Mr A intends to apply for a TAFE course to 
further his education and employment skills. He has some leads with respect to employment.  
Risk assessment: Reports on file indicate that Mr A is a moderate risk to re-offend.  This means that 
about one-half of offenders with the same risk assessment score would be estimated to reoffend 
within three years of release from prison. Mr A’s offence history and unstable background suggest 
he is not a low risk to re-offend.  
Correctional Service recommendation: The Corrections Service is recommending parole release for 
Mr A. 
 
Do you grant or deny parole? 
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Appendix G – Interview guide 
Ask to speak to the correct person.  
 
Good morning/afternoon/evening. My name is Shannon and I am a PhD student at the University of 
Queensland. Thank you for agreeing to participate in a follow-up interview.  
 
This interview is designed to talk to you in greater detail about the answers you provided on the 
online survey and, more broadly, about your thoughts about prisoner re-entry and reintegration in 
Australia. We will also discuss the vignette provided to you of a hypothetical offender seeking 
release on parole.  
 
So if I could just confirm with you that you have read the information sheet that I sent to you, and 
understand the purpose of this study and your rights in relation to it, we’ll get started.  
 
To begin, I provided you with a definition of parole, and an example of how it can work in practical 
terms. Do you need any clarification on that before we proceed? 
 
I also provided a scenario to you involving a hypothetical offender who is seeking release on parole. 
 
Before we begin, I want to emphasise that there are no wrong or right answers for this interview. 
What I am interested in are your honest thoughts and beliefs about the topics we will discuss.  
 
• So firstly, if you were a member of a parole board, would you grant or deny parole to this 
particular offender? 
 
• What were the most important factors to your decision? 
 
• What do you think about the possibility of a prisoner being released after serving, in this 
instance, half of his sentence? 
 
• Is there an element of unfairness in letting prisoners out early? 
 
• Was this decision easy or difficult?  
 
• In general, how do you feel about procedures like parole that allow prisoners to be released 
from prison before they have completed their full sentence? 
 
• Does it anger you to think that offenders may not serve their whole sentence in prison? 
 
• How do you feel when you think about crime in Australia? 
 
• Do you think that prisoners deserve a second chance? 
 
• Do you believe there are certain people who should never be paroled?  
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• When you think about cases, like the death of Jill Meagher, how do you feel? 
 
• In general, how do you feel about giving people a second chance? 
 
• What could a violent offender do to convince you that they deserved a second chance? 
 
• Can people change for the better? 
 
• Do you think there is such a thing as redemption for offenders? 
 
• Do you ever feel sorry for offenders? 
 
• Do you feel fearful of being a victim of crime? 
 
• Do you think parole is a means of reducing prison overcrowding? 
 
• Community safety or rehabilitation – which should take priority? Are they mutually 
exclusive? 
 
• What kind of interaction (if any) have you had (or someone you know has had) with the 
criminal justice system? E.g., could have sat on a jury, been a witness on a case etc.  
 
• What is your occupation? 
 
• Are you a parent? 
 
• Do you think that your views are similar or different to most other men/women? 
 
• What do you think [opposite sex] may think about this issue? 
 
• Was there anything else that you would like to add that I haven’t touched on? 
 
That’s the end of this interview. Thank you very much for your time. Just in case you missed it, my 
name is Shannon and I am from the University of Queensland. If you have any questions regarding 
this research, you may contact the University Human Research Ethics Committee (ph: (07) 3365 
3924).  
 
If you have any queries or would like to be informed about the summary of research findings, 
please contact me on s.buglar@uq.edu.au.  
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Appendix H – Ethical Clearance approval letters 
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